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PREFACE

This is the fifth of six voiumes addressing the psychoiogica! and behavioral
stresses in a chemical and biological warfare (CBW) environmeni. This volume pre-
sents the acute and long-term resporses of groups and individuals 10 war, disasters and
trauma. These papers explore the issues or resiliency, coping, leadership, medical and
psychiatric care, and the perception and assessment of tisk by individuals and com-
munities.

The Antarctic environme::t is one which crovides information on the difficult
task of living in a contained environment. The 2bility to sustain oneself in small group
operations with little contact with the cutside for various periods of time is critical to
the operations of contained, protected environments such as the Survivable Collective
Protection System (SCPS) in a CBW environment. The provision of medical care
following the nuclear disastcr at Chernobyl is presented in this volume through a
debriefing of Dr. Champlin, ~ne of the physicians on tiie scene. His observations pro-
vide iniormation concerning the stresses and coping strategies after toxic exposure. The
ways in which threats are perceived and the experience of risk is mediated through
group values, culture, and symbols. Risk perception, discussed in the paper by Dr.

ouglas, is an inherent aspect of the CBW experience of threat, fear, and terror one
which will influence leaders and troops alike. The development of performance decre-
ments, illness, and performance enhancements in the face of such fear requires explora-
tion. Acute stress reactions to conventional and CBW military threat, particularly
“classical" forms such as combat stress reaction (CSR) and post-traumatic stress disor-
ders, are discussed by two Israeli psychiatrists, Dr. Shalev and Dr. Munitz. Their discus-
sion includes the psychiatric treatment roles of the medic, the medical aid station, the
field hospital and the rear echelon hospital. Lastly, the paper by Dr. Quarantelli
examines the broad area of responses to disasters and the development of psychiatric
symptoms and the lack of symptoms in communities exposed to tragedies and disasters.
Using his years of experience and his team's work with national ard international
disasters, Dr. Quarantelii reviews the literature in this areq, presenting nis findings.

The CBW environment presents unique and generic aspects of combat stress.
Exposure to fear inducing agents, the necessity to work in a contained environment, and
the fears and problems of contamination prcduce new aad stressful aspects ot the
combat battlefield to understand and prepare for.
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THE CONTROVERSY OF MENTAL HEALTH
CONSEQUENCES OF DISASTER

Enrico L. Quarantelli, Ph.D.
23 July 1987

COL URSANO: I am very %ieased to have with us Dr. Enrico Quarantelli. He
is presently the Director of the Di

Sociology at the University of Delaware. We have been following Dr. Quarantelli's work
for quite a while, as we attempt to build data bases cn aspects of disasters and traumas
that we have been most interested in. We became aware that he had amazing amounts
of resources and talked to him a while back. Eventually, we spoke to him about coming
to speak with us which he was so very chious to do. I have made some comments to
Dr. Quarantelli about each of you, but I think it would be helpful if you could introduce
yourselves. Give your name and say something of where you are from. That way this
will te much more informal.

DR. KATZ: I am an anthropologist at WRAIR (Walter Reed Army Institute of
Research) in the department of Military Psychiatry and am currently studying drill
sergeants.

DR. SHALEV: I am a psychiatrist from Israel. I am here as a visiting scientist.

CAPT BLAIR: I am a psychiatrist on the USUHS (Uniformed Services Univer-
sity of the Health Sciences) faculty. I am interested in confined environments or iso-
lated environments, mainly the Antarctic.

TSGT CERVANTES: I am a research techrnician and I work with Dr. Ursano.

DR. SEGAL: I am a post-doc fellow in the department of psychiatry here at
USUHS. '

DR. SACZYNSKI: Iam a clinical psychologist at Walter Reed interested in post-
traumatic stress disorders.

LTC INGRAHAM: I am a social psychologist from WRAIR.

CAPT BARTONE: I am a research psychologist from Walter Reed in the
department of Military Psychiatry. I am interested in disasters and human responses to
disasters such as the Gander Military airplane crash in 1985.

COL HOLLOWAY: I am Chairman of the department of Psychiatry here, cur-
rently on sabbatical, and am principally irterested in the overall problem of HIV
disease. However, over the years, [ have been interested in the impact of various sorts
of disusters and unusual events on both military and civilian communities.

isaster Research Center as well as Professor of -



DR. FULLERTON: I am a research psychologist and I work here at USUHS
with Dr. Ursano.

MR, DORAN: 1 am a research; technician here at USUHS working with Dr.
Ursano.

COL URSANO: That is the group. We are looking forward to your thoughts.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Thank you for inviting me here. I am not going to read a
paper but I will talk soniewhat informally from rotes as well as from different papers. I
was asked to talk on the topic concerning the controversy over mental health
consequences of disasters. I will present two major points of view on this matter and fol-
low with my professional point of view of which position I find most valid.

The issue is summorized in an abstract of a chapter I wrote two years ago, "An
Assessment of Conflicting Views on Mental Health", in a book callea T:auma and Its
Wake. I'will read three sentences here because it sets the stage for what [ vvant to talk
about. It says, "Students of this question are sharply divided on what they see as the
psychological effects of community disasters. A minority argues thct mental health
effects are widespread, deep, persisient, long lasting and dysfunctional with the regative
consequences similar to what can be seen in other stress situations. The ma’onty of
disaster researchers argue that whule there are immediate widespread cffects, much of
the reaction is surface, non-persistent, of short duration, not behavioraliy dysfunctional,
and that there can be significant positive psychological effects.”

This sums it up without any necessary qualifiers for these are the two major
points of view that are involved. However, in Fart to indicate the way I am going ap-
proach this and the reasoning and the data that I am going to bring to bear, I have to tell
you where I am coming from. My point of view is derived from social and behavioral
scien  esearch that has been undertaken during the past 30 years. First, I want to talk
about disaster studies in general and then I am going to focus more on the disaster
studies that center around mental health aspects ofg disasters or the psychological effects
of disasters. Let me give you a very brief history of disaster studies stemming from the
social and behavioral sciences point of view.

For all practical purposes, no research was done in the area before World War II.
There are scattered studies, but for all practical purposes, they can be ignored. The first
systematic study was done in 1919 of the 1917 Halifax explosion. During World War II,
there were a series of squdies dvne which, from a historical point of view, are impertant
in understanding the events of the war. These were sur.ey studies done particularly on
the strategic bombing in Japan and in Germany, as well as studies that were done at
Hiroshima. These studies were done in an effort to see what consequences the bombing
had on the Japanese and German populations. While many of the studies were of a
highly technical nature, some of them did focus on the social and psychological aspects.

Generally speaking, the findings from a social and psychological point of view,
demonstrated that the bombings did not have that serious of an impact. Morale went up
rather than down. The bombings did not have a very serious impact on the social fabric
or social structure.

From a disaster studies viewpoint, it is fortunate that these findings were ignored.
Following World War II and the immediate years following, several agencies within the
U.S. military began to raise what they considered the two new potential problems
concerning the long run future of the United States. One, of course, was the devel-
opment ot the atom bombs. The second was that following World War II, there was a
feeling that up to that time the U.S. population had been spared the stress, never coming
under direct attack by a bombing or anything else. The Japanese sent a few balloons
over, but that was the extent of it. Thus, various people in the military raised the
question, "How would the American population bear up under not only a direct attack,
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but also a direct attak which might involve atomic weapons?" Especially since at that
time, atomic weapons were being developed and tested.

They ignored the earlier studie” which suggested that the results of a bombing
might not ve that bad. At any rate, the military was concerned with these problems.
Members of the Army Surgeon General's office, the Army Chemical Warfare Oiiice,
and a few other military officials raised the questions, "How can we learn anything about
this?" and "How can panic be prevented in the American geople as a result of coming
under direct attack, particularly if atomic weapons are used?” A major problem was that
there was no direct information about this. There were certain anecdotal and empirical
studies from Hiroshima, but basically, there were no direct studies.

Without going into the details of this, several agencies thought the best way of
studying this was to look at civilian disasters in American societies and try to extrapolate
from the civilian disasters those issues pertinent to a potentiai wartime situation.
Beginning in 1949 and continuing through the early 1950's, several military organizations
commissioned studies to lcok at civilian disasters. The first major study was done at the
University of Chicago with the National Opinion Research Center and was sponsored by
the Army Chemical Warfare Service. This is when I personally got involved in the
disaster research area. Its basic question was, "What could we learn fiom civilian disas-
ters to prevent the panic and social disorganization that would occur if the American
populace was subjected to a direct attack?"

Although there were certain suppositions about what would happen and what
would not happen, a whole seriss of studies were generated. Thesc studies started out
with the notion that the problems occurring after a disaster would include personal
breakdown, social disorganization, and an image that, in general, the population would
bear up rather poorly. This was the imagery that most of the earlier researchers had in
mind. However, it only took a couple of years of extensive studies to come to the
conclusion that the basic question being asked was wrong, and that the basic model or
assumptions being made were fundamemall{ incorrect.

What was the basic theme of the early research? This early research has become
the hallmark for future disaster research. The mobilization of field teams and sending
them out to the site of the disaster as quickly as possible was the chief tool. This
involves arriving at the site while the disaster is still going on, such as a flood, or in
certain cases, even getting there before the disaster actually occurs, like in the instance
of hurricanes approaching an area. Again, the key was sending field teams out as
quickly as possible. These studies are based not on historical data, but on field research.

The studies done at the Wniversity of Chicago, as well as those indepeadently
done at University of Oklahoma, the University of Maryland, and a few other places
enabled researchers to quickly arrive at certain basic conclusions. The overall theme
was that, in disasters, there was little personal or social disorganization. The notion that
you have panicky pceple experiencing panic flight, simply was not borne out  Anti-social
behavior, manifested in terms of looting, was also not borne out. The impacted
population, rather than simply sitting there stunned and waiting for outsiders to come in
and help them, actually acted in a much more proactive fashion, trying to do what they
could given the situation. Those individuals who had roles of responsibility did not
abandon those roles. The notion that there is a role coaflict between one's responsibility
to family versus responsibility to an organization was non-existent. In fact it is difficult
to find an actual case where anyone has ever atandoned a role of responsibility in a
disaster situation. Search and rescue were undertaken and completed by the friends and
neighbors around the impacted area while the organized search and rescue groups
played a more minor role. The general picture is that individual victims bear up
remarkably well under the metered stress of disasters. The focus of the studies,
however, was on the emergency period only.

In many respects, the problems that were generated, both in the short and long
run, were not those of the victims per se, but were actually problems that stemmed from
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the poor response to the organizations that came in. They did not deliberately want to
increase the problems or generate new ones, but frequently did. In more technical
terms, this is discussed in the disaster literature as the problems being not agent-
generated as much as being response-generated. Agent-generated problems carry the
itotion that the disaster agent, whether it be a flood or a hurnican., does certain kinds of
thiws which in turn create problems. Tie argument is that many of the problems that
develop in disusters as a result of the convergence of the organizations that come in to
help, are either from within or froun without. For exampie, when Wilkes-Barre was hit
by a tlood, 20,000 people had to be evacuated. The flood was very devastating. From a
disaster point of view, this was probably one of the worst disasters ever to hit American
society. Our studies, as well as the studies of others, showed that the problems were not
so much the fact that people had to leave because of the flood threat, (all but four
houses in the city of Wilkes-Barre were damaged in some way) but rather it was that the
massive effort that was organized in order tc i.ip them was simply inappropriate. For
example, people were kept away from their homes after the disaster although they
wanted to return home. The insistence was to set up mobile camps elsewhere, totaliy
disrupting the social fabric.

At Buffalo Creek, another classic case of a catastrophic disaster in American
society, a social scientist looking at the massive relief effcrts said the following, "The end
result insofar as rehousing was concerned was what might be expected if a brilliant
madman set about in most ingenious ways to maximize personal and social pathologies.”
He was saying that the problem was brought on by the helpers. Thiey managed to do
everything wrong. That is probably the worst handled disaster i American society.
Though not deliberate, the results arc the same whether one looks at the local, the state
or the federal effort.

The basic point here is that the earlier siudies which were then confirmed by the
later studies, essentially argued that what one really has in disasters is that individual vic-
tims were not the source or locus of the problem. In fact, the term "victims” is a loaded
word. Later research argues that the term "victim" ought to be an empirical matter
rather than assuming it as a given just because someone has been in a disaster situation.

Two basic themes arose from this early social science research. Although
somewhar unqualified, one was that people bear up remarkably well under the acute
stress of disasters. We will add later that the term disasters is a tricky word. The second
theme that came out of this is that while individuals bear up rather well and generally
rise to the challenge, organizations do not cope and adapt well to disasters. As a result,
they \aery often are the source and the locus of many of the problems in the post-disaster
period.

During the last 20 years, especially the last decade, disaster research has
accelerated considerably. For example, the Disaster Research Center, started in 1963,
has studied almost 497 different mass emergency situations. Most of the focus has been
on both the emergency time period -as well as on the organizations involved in the
situations. There have also been studies ranging from laboratory studies simulating
radio rooms under stress to population surveys of individuals in a stricken locality. At
the present time, the Disaster Research Center is not the only one involved. There are
all sorts of other p=ople doing research. In fact. there is an international research com-
mittee on disasters that has members in about three dozen countries around the world.
Last year, they had a meeting in New Delhi, India which was the first cae of its kind.

The point here is that with respect to looking at disaster bekavior, in terms of the
mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery phase, most of the work is really
focused on the preparedness and the response phase. There are far less studies on the
min‘jation of prevention and the recovery phase, but what there is constitutes a fairly
solid body of knowledge. The scholarship in the area is not very good, however, the
xnowledge is fairly solid.
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The basic theme of both earlier and later research is that when one s looking at
individual or organizational disaster response, contrary to the image of earlier
researchers and inexperienced people, disaster response is very heterogenecus.
Behavior under stress, whether on the part of individuals or organizations, i1s not a
matter of either/or. There is considerable variation.

A second theme, again cortrary to the earlier imagery and the imagery that I

ersonally started out with, involves panic behavior. My Master's thesis was on panic
Eehavior. I was going to write the classic study on panic and then I had a devil of a time
finding enough cases to even talk about. Many of the responses which are assumed to
be inappropriate or bad, that is, takinrg the form of panic, looting, hysteria, shock, and
personal breakdown and either social disorganization, simply do not occur, Some
responses are dysfunctional, but not all of them are.

This is an empirical matter in the sense that what happens is either functional or
dysfunctional. I will address in on this later when we turn to the mental health area
becruse this is the part of the controversy one looks at. If one looks at behavioral
dysfunctionality, one can make the case that there are very few severe consequences of
disaster. If one locks at non-behavioral consequences, then one can make more of a
case that something happens as a result of a disaster. I will get to this later,

A third theme is that disaster victims rot only respond to the disaster agent but
also are affectsd by the response context in which the disaster occurs. In fact, they are
more affected by this than by the agent itself.

The fourth theme has both practical as well as theoretical and policy impli-
cations. If one wants to do something about the response in disasters to make it better,
whether the person is talking about individuals or organization, to direct resources and
develop programs, where does on¢ focus? One could focus on trying to deal with the
populations or with individual victims, or one can take the point of view that this is not
where one i3 going to get the greatest payoff in the long run. What we are talking about
has important policy implicatlons involving where efforts ought to be directed, not re-
search efforts as much as efforts in terms of if one has limited resourcas. Where does
one take the limited resources and put them into the situation? There will be certain
implications of thi: discussion as to where the resources ought to he designated.

In terms of the mental health area, the general expectation is that things are bad
and people react poorly. To illustrate this, and to see how it continues in the absence of
any knowledge, one can get a picture of what is involved by how the mass media reports
on disasters. _

If you go back to the late 1800's and early 1900's, you would see statements
similar to the following. In an 1889 Harper's magazine article, the survivors of the
Johastown Flood were described as crazed by their sufferings. The Saturday Evening
Post account of the devastating hurricane that hit Galveston, Texas in 1900, described it
as the worst disaster ever to hit Amesrican society, including a report of 500 people who
went insane almost in unison. Similarly, Harper's Weekly wrote that the 1906 San
Francisco earthquake and subsequent fire brought about cases of men gone mad. These
were the mass media reports, obviously reflecting the popular belief of the day.

These general beliefs have been carried over into more recent years. For
example, in 1973, Newsweek, reporting on the Hurricane Agnes floods, reperted that
once the immediate post impact period was over, a new reaction started to appear
among the victims. This was described as "a kind of sheer psychosis that just hits about
everyone affected directly or indirectly by the event." The story goes on to assert that
within a few weeks of such a catastrophe, "symptoms of emotional problems become
disturbingly obvious, the number of successtul suicides rise about a third, hospital
admissions for psychiatric reasons run at double the normal rate, and the frequency of
accidents skyrocket." The more ricent Mount Saint Helens volcanic eruption has
generated press comments to the effect that "wife battering is up, so are suicide
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attempts. The volcano's impact on the mental health of hundreds of thousands of the
residents of the arec will be serious and long lasting.”

These mass media accounts are cited to indicate what the pogular imagery is,
both in terms of the past and the present time. But what do we have by way of actual,
systematic mental heaith studies? There are not that many. There have been about two
dozer events in which there have been systematic mental health studies. Those events
in which some sort of mental health evaluation has been done after the disasters in-
clude: The Big Thompson flash flood in Colorado, the Buffalo Creek Dam flood, the
Los Angeles earthquake, the Monticello, Indiana, tornado, the Mt. St. Helens volcanic
eruption, the Omaha tornado, the Rapid City flood, the Rochester, Minnesota, flood,
tornadoes and floods in the St. Louis area, the Tetoa Dam collapse in Idaho, the Three
Mile Island nuclear plant accident, the Topeka tornado, the Wichita Falls tornado, the
Wilkes-Barre tiood, and the Xenia, Ohio, tornado. There have been a few others since
that, but basically we are talking about only a handful of studies.

This does not mean that in passing, mental health issues have not been looked at
by other researchers. Ido not totally dismiss that kind of thing. If in terms of looking at
something, nothing ever appears, even without systematic studies one can reach the
cor:lusion that probably the phenomenon is not very important. For example, I have
nct yet been able to find an authenticated case where somebody in a position of respon-
sibility abandoned their role in order to worry about their family. You would think that
even in an anecdotal basis, such a case would appcar. However, I will not deny that
perhaps there is a case somewhere. Apart from the systematic studies, I have not seen a
study that has directly focused on this kind of issue, yet it is a problem in which a great
deal of time, effort, and resources have been spent. For example, there is a major issue
surrounding the Shoreham Nuclear plant as well as other nuclear plants concerning
evacuation procedures. One of the big arguments is that you will not be able to depend
npon the bus drivers and the school teachers to aid in the evacuation if there 1s an
accident because they will abandon their roles. Yet, there is not a single bit of evidence
in the disaster literature that demonstrates that people are going to abandon their roles.

What I am trying to indicate here is that two dozen systematic disaster studies as
well-as a supporting body of the much larger set of studies, which do not directly focus
on psychological and mental health problems, tell us something about what is going on.

One immediate problem is the operational definition of a disaster. This is ¢ ~ery
difficult conceptual problem. Part of the problem stems from the fact that people who
use the term disaster use it in very broad terms. They cover everything from.the Holo-
caust to hostage taking to war situations to practically every individual and collective
misfortine you can imagine. With such a broad reference and all else being equal, the
broader your definition 1s of an event, the more likely you will be able to find something.
But apart from that, there is something of a much more fundamental nature involved.

The consequence of this is that most disaster researchers, not because of the
mental health issue, but for other reasons, essentially are talking about a specific type of
phenomena when they are discussing disasters.

There are a whole variety of extremely stressful situations that affect people,
communities, and groups. Some of these are in terms of things that affect a single
individual. For example, somebody's wife dies, or somebody is in a traffic accident.
These are individual extreme stress situations. These are different from collective
stressful situations. Most disaster research indicates that the individual stress situations
are something totally different along many lines. They are interested in the collective
stress situation, but even in a collective stress situation there seems to be a fundamental
difference because they may be collective in the sense that groups are involved in being
subjected to the tread. People draw a distinction between disasters and conflict
situations. This is not simply arbitrary. The Disaster Research Center did studies
during the civil disturbances in the United States betwe: n the riot behavior in the riot
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situations on campuses and in the ghetto areas and what was defined as the more
internatural disasters and technological disaster situations.

The fundamental difference between the two is not just a matter of definition,
but that in a conflict situation there are contlicting parties. That is why one calls them
conflict situations, whether it be war, a hostage taking situation, a concentration camp
situation, or a riot where one of the parties is deliberately trying to inflict damage or
destruction to keep the situation going. A conflict situation by definition involves a
degree of intentionality on the part of an individual to either keep the situation as bad as
it is, or to make it worse.

For most disaster research, this is not the factor that is involved. These are both
theoretical and practical consequences. For example, we studied hospitals' operations in
riots, as well as hospitals' operations in natural and technological disasters. They are
two different kinds of situations. In a riot situation, casualties tend to be spread out,
whereas during disasters, they tend to peak and then drop off. The hospital in a riot
tends to get caught with those people who are on duty at the onset of the riot. Workers
from the other two shifts cannot get in to work because of road blocks and curfews. In a
riot situation, there are some very interesting ethical problems that arise. A black rioter
is brought in and refuses to be treated bhecause it is a white person who is doing the
treating or vice versa. Also, both rioters and police officers are wounded and brought
into the emergency room where they start fighting with one another. These types of
behaviors are aot exhibited in natural or technological disasters.

Basically, the argument is that they are collective stress situations and to that
extent share certain things in common with all stressful situations. However, in the real
fundamental sense, one has to separate disasters from contlict situations. Furthermore,
when one is talking about disasters, there are two very rough categories. One might talk
about disasters as either community type disasters, or non-community type disasters.
What do we mean by non-community type of disasters? An example of a non-
community type disaster is the typical transportation type of accident where the parties
involved went down in an airplane and survived the crash. Another example is the
Amtrak train crash that happened not far away from here about a year ago. The victims
come from ditferent areas and when they go home they go to all sorts of different areas.
There is no sharing of the disaster. A community type disaster, on the other hand, is
something where a great number of people undergo the event together. One of the
consequences of this is that there is the identification by the people that "we underwent
this experience." Furthermore, there is a strong social support system helping the
victims. A study in Australia iliustrates this rather well.

Darwin, Australia was hit by Cyclone Tracy several years ago. Darwin was very
badly devastated physically. The Australian government had to decide whether to
evacuate most of the people in Darwin or not. They made the decision to try to
evacuate most of the people, although they did not force people out if they did not want
to go. Most of the people were taken out, but some remaired in Darwin. Some people
left Darwin and then came back following the cyclone, while others were still away in
Sydney and Melbourne two years after the disaster. Some psychologists and social
Fsychologists in Australia decided to make a study about these victims. They wanted to

ind out which evacuees were better off two years after the events. The various studies

demonstrated that the evacuees that never left Darwin had the least amount of prob-
lems. The evacuees that had left Darwin and come back were in the second level, and
evacuees who were still away from Darwin were the people who demonstrated the most
problems, although they -vere in much better condition. This better condition was due
In part to not being in a physically devastated community,

In terms of the Australians, there are several reasons why those who stayed in
Darwin had the least inental health problems. Firstly, there is the idea that if you are in
a familiar place you experience less stress. Furthermore, they identified with the other
people immediately around them, indicating the presence of strong social support
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systems. The Darwin evacuees that went to Sydney and Melbecurne and to various other
places in Australia, were living in a place where nobody else had shared ttie experience
vith them. They had no social support.

So the community versus the non-community disaster notion is an important one
because in a non-community type disaster, one can assume that there is not likely to be
the sense of a commonly shared experience. Also, there is not likely to be the sccial
support system. There are other aspects that differentiate the two aside from the mental
health area that [ will not go into at this time.

My point is that when most disaster researchers address the issue of mental
health or psychological consequences of disasters they are basically talking about this
community type disaster. It is this type of disaster that they are talking about while these
tvpes of disasters which tend to have missed ccmrnunication among researchers with
different points of view tend to be non-community type disasters. An example of this is
when one researcher is talking about concentration camp victiins, while someone else is
talking about a riot or a wartime situation. It is fortunate that most disaster researchers
are not talking about those types of disasters. However, even among disaster re-
searchers there is not total consistency or consensus in what constitutes a disaster. In
terms of what I ain talking about and in terms of at least a majority of disaster research,
a disaster is community oriented.

It is not as much a question of how to label a disaster, as it is a question of how
one wishes to give meaning to the situation. One has to have a concept which has
boundaries and about which at least the people that are using that concept can agree.
We must keep in mind that when I am talking about disasters, that is what is invoived.

For example, if someone tells me that the Amtrak train crash survivors might

have certain psychological problems, I think a case can be made that, at least on a
theoretical basis, they are much more likely to have problems than the people who
survived the tornado in Xenia. :

I will focus on the two positions, the individual trauma approach and the social
sponge approach. I concocted these terms because these labels capture the essence of
what i5 involved.

The first position, the individual trauma approach, holds the position that
disasters arz highly stressful. They are traumatic life events and anyone who is subjected
to them will be affected by them. This includes not only the people who are directly
affected by the disaster, but the people who have indirect or direct contact with those
who are directly affected. The egects are very pervasive. They will be deeply interna-
lized, and the eifects will be basically negative. %’w cisaster victims are seen as primari-
ly attempting to cope with the meaniag of the trauma as well as the disaster inipact. It is
primarily thought of in terms of individual coping and therefore given the label of indivi-
dual trauma, seen as a highly stressful traumatic event, resuiting in certain negative con-
sequences.

The second approach, the social sponge approach, basically holds that community
disasters have differential rather than across the board effects. Some of the effects are
positive as well as negative. In terms of the negative effects, they are most likely to be
short in duration. Furthermore, many of the problems victims have stem less from the
trauma of the disaster event itself, but rather from the problems they have in coping
during the post-impact period with the bureaucracy that is involved and with the policies
and decisions that are mads by all sorts of agencies.

I talk about this as a social sponge apprcach because a sponge is an elastic,
porous mass of interacting fibers. Under all kinds of pressure it maintains its structure
and then returns quickly to its usual state. It can absorb very large amounts of various
liquids and other materials and even when wet will not lose its toughness. What [ was
trying to convey by the notion uf social spcnge is, like a sponge, the community can take
a great deal of pressure, yet will eventually return to iis basic structure. If the sponge is
thought of as being analogous to a community, and the interlacing fibers of the sponge
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are thought of as a social fabric within which everybody in a community is embedded,
the imagery of what is involved is fairly clear.

Let us try and spell out why the difierences between the two approaches exist.
What do the individual trauma approach and the social sponge apprcach argue? The
individual trauma approach argues that everyone is affe. 'ed in an essential way. For
exawiple, in Buftalo Creek, it was reported that the psychological impact of the disaster
had been so extensive that .10 one in Buffalo Creek was unattected. The overwhelming
evidence is that everyone exposed to tie Buffalo Creek disasier had experienced some
or all of the foilowing manifestations of the survivor syndrome including anxiety and
permanent inner terror, guilt over having survived, psychic numbing and depression,
impaired human relationships, and an inability to find an explanation of what happened.
Lifton and Olson stated, "Our observations were all too consistent with the body of
recent experience with massive psychic tranma, war, revolution, concentration camps,
and severe disasters.  Psychiatrists hav : regularly observed that psychological
impairment can result in virtually anyone independent of estimates of predisposition.”

The theme here is one in which everyone is affected, and not at the superficial
level in terms of some of the things they talk about. Titchner and Kapp state, "Disabling
psychiatric symptoms such as anxiety, depression, changes in character and lifestyle,
were evident more than two years after the disaster in more than 90% of our
respondents.”

In contrast to this pervasiveness, there is the social sponge approach. Let me cite
here a report from Xenia. Xenia, Ohio was very badly devastated by a tornado. Fiftry

ercent of the people's homes were either destroved or badly damaged; 33 people were

illed and 1,200 people were injured out of a popuiation of 28,000. By any criteria, this
was one of the worst disasters in American society in terms of the size of the town that
was involved. A number of people have studied it. We did a six month and an 18 month
study after the disaster using a populaticn survey.

The study found there was an extremely low rate of mental illness, if any, as a
consequence of the torrado. On the contrary, the summary report concluded that a
large percentage of the people had extremely pesitive reactions to the disaster. Eighty-
four J)ercent ot the people claimed that this experience demonstrated to them that they
could handle crisis better than they thought. Sixty-nine percent reported that they felt as
if they had met a great challenge and were better off for it.

Changes in the quality of social relationships are often thought to be related to
changes in emotional well being. Yet, only 2% of the ?opulation admitted to a worsen-
ing of relationships with close triends and family after the tornado. Instead, 27%
claimed that such relatiunships had improved. Similarly, 3% found their marital
relationships less satisfying after the tornado while 28% revorted them to be more
satisfying. There are other statistics. but the theme that comes across here is that the
social sponge approach argues that while there can be both specific or varying types of
effects, for the most r})an they are not profound. They are not long lasting and many of
them are quite superticial.

Proponents of the individual trauma approach frequently argue that self reports
carnot be trusted, and that is true. The analysis done in Xenia found that independent
behavioral indicators supported what victims had self reported. They were consistent
with the interview remarks. There was no overall change in the marriage and divorce
rate after the tornado. Agencies that provided treatment and hospitalization for serious
psychiatric pioblems actually reported a decline in the demand for their services. For
example, the state hospital facility, which was most likely to be used, reported a 30%
drop in acmissions during the year foilowing the tornado. Similar declines in demands
for services were reported in other area organizations specializing in long term clinical
treatment such as psychotherapy, drugs, or hospitalization. There was also a significant
drop in liquor sales in the two state monopoly stores in the Xenia area during the six to
twzlve month period after the tornado. In Xenia, we not only looked at the community

9

s arif

o




services offered, but we gcthered every conceivable indicatni, including movie
attendance, prescriptions for drugs, traffic accidents, divorce rates, etc.

Thus, the overall picture wat comes across is that the individual traurna approach
views the disaster as pervasive, deep, important, long lasting, and probably never
forgotten. The social tabric approach, on the other hand, agrees that there are some
consequences. For example, in one of the very early studies ot disasters in 1954, using a
population survey, 49 95 reported nervousness, excitavility, and hvpersensitivity, 46 7
reported sleeplessness or poor slesp, 37 % reported inability to concentrate, 29 %
reported loss of appetiie, 19 9% reported headaches, and 13 % reported anxiety dreams
and nightmares. The argument is that these consequences do not lasi, are not
behaviorally dystunctional, and fundamentally people get over these relatively quickly
without anybedy doing much of anything.

*Ye have two basic positions, the traumatic approach and the sponge approach.
Let me turn to what accourts for the differences between tliese two positions.

COL HOLLOWAY: In reference to the statement that you just made, you said,
"witl;out anyone doing very much of anything,” is your assumption directed to neighbors
and friends?

DR. QUARANTELLI: No, I was refersing to crganized efforts to do something
for the people. One cf the things that consistently cornzs out after one of these disasters
is the rate of interaction. Social interactions with family increases and the rate of
interaction with friends frequently increases, although not all the time. There is a
pulling together of people.

In Xenia, there was an outreach program that tried to find people with problems
as well as other kinds of programs. In one of the studies we did, not the survey, the state
of Onio asked us to make an evaluation of the various programs that were institute<
the schools, as well as the various other organizations because the federal government
would provide money. We had a difficult time making any evaluation because nobody
was using any of the services.

_COL HOLLOWAY: That siatement refers then explicitly to formal helping
ageucies.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, either they were already in place or they were
specially put in place by the National Institute c¢f Mental Health (NIMH). We have
done a number of studies for NIMH. The crisis counselling program at NIMH under
Mary Listad's operation, can go in and take care of the individual’s requests for heip in
federally declared disasters. This occurs frequently over the strong objections of the
local mental health people. This is very interesting, but it does not have much
consequence because very few people used the services. For example, only 3% of the
people ‘n Xenia used this particular program. There were many agencies in the area
with either old programs or new programs and what comes out is almost absence of use
of these programs.

Some of this may result from the ineptness of some of these programs. If you
hang out a shingle as some people used toc do in the disaster relief center, or the one
stop centers and say, "Mental Health or Psychological Counselling,” it is not surprising
that victims stay away in Jroves. No one goes up there because as victims tell us, "I am
not going to go up there and say I am crazy." They are fearful of being identified and
labeled as being crazy. It may be incorrect, but that is the way the disaster victims
identify mental health or psychological counselling.

COL URSANO: It is inreresting in that the way you discuss it may affect how you
approach the topic. I find myself cutting across categories. You are speaking to an
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audience which in fact would concar with you that yes, psychopathology occurs, and no,
it is not rampant in disaster settings. In general, in disaster settings that are, as you
would lzbel thzm, "contlict settings,” people do not run in droves to mental health
setiings.

DR, QUARANTELLI: They run from them in droves.

COL URSANO: Yes, frequently the questions asked invoive what are the nawral
recovery processes present in o communicy aad whether or not those are being
interfered with in any given settiug. This can occur whether or not you are looking at
the individual or group. The question is whether or nct the natural recovery processes
are peing interrupted ratiier than whether or not one is introducing something new.

DR. QUARANTELLI: I will make a comment later regarding the conflict
situation but it would be better to put it in that kind of context. Aithough we have not
done any mental health studies in conflict type situations, there are 2 number of
European collzagues who have. They Lave raised some questions about whether even in
the contlict situations things are always that bad. Recently, a Norwegian psychiatrist
investigared an cil rig type of disaster.

COL URSANGO: Are you speaking of Lars Weisaeth?

DR. QUARANTELL!: No, it was somebcdy who works with him. Fie stated that
it was far more comnlicaced than it may have seemed on the surface and that there were

both positive and negative aftects.

CGOL URSANO: ~n example ot this is when one looks at JOW's. An article
ublished by William Sledge showed better than 60% c* the people in the report had
penefited from having teen prisoners of war. In the studies of iadividual cases of
POW's, you can show evidence of growth from the experience. These clearly are
examples that maich across the boundaries that you are raling about.

DR. QUARANTELLI: The basic principle is that some people, when faced with
this kind of cha.lenge, whether individual or collective stress, tise to the occasion and
are better off. The premise that disasters are seen as totally negative is simply not true.
We have done studies of the organization, the communrity, and indirectly at the state
level, and found that some organizations are far better off afier a disaster. Some
communities ure better off as well. When the Alaskan earthquake occurred, a number
of the ports and fishing villages along the coast were devastated. This was basically
quick urban rznewal. They are (ar better off than they ever would have been in terms of
natural sequences. The people were betier off even in terms of certain other kinds of
situations cn a larger level. :

In other wordr, there are positive consequences to disasters, and to label the
disaster in negative terms is a inatter of definition. It is an empirical maiter whether dis-
asters are negative or positive because one can always find negative and positive
consequences. This can be put into a larger context. Because of ideological and ethical
reasons. there are certain kinds of evenis, such as wars, that have to be bad. Along
certain lines it definitely is bad, but one could argue along other lines that war is good.

Similarly, in terms of disasters, it is an empirical matter to ascertaia the positive
and ncgative outcomes. When a student of mine did a study of the Teton Dam disas-
ters, she raised the question abeut the term victim. The term "victim” is automatically
imposed. Penple who undergo disasters become victims. She did follow-up studies of
the Teton Dam disaster. The area that was impacted was mostly Mormon country, and
the Mormons have very strong support systems for members of their own groups. With
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the Teton Dam disaster, the problem was not the Mormons. They did a much better job
than the federal government in helping their own people and even some people outside
cf their church. The people that had problems were people that fell outside of the
helping pattern and thus the outsiders did have consequences. It was not because of the
impact of the disaster but because people did not get money to pay the mortgage or
recover lost capital as weil as a wiicle variety of other types of things.

DR WATZ: In many of the disasters that you mentioned, particularly in an
American context, th2y seem to be discreet events with tinite {indings. [ wonder whether
or not disasters which are not so caretully defined, particularly as to their end, such as
consistent wartime situations or even Three Mile Island have the same issues surround-
ing them.

DR. QUARANTELLI: I was just going to cite Three Mile Island as an area that
has been studied. This is one, whicfl'x along with Buffalo Creek, has been ve.y strongly
disputed. There have been a w.umber of studies of Three Mile Island ranging from very
sophisticated to rather superticial. It is the most studied disaster in history, if it indeed
was a disaster. But, that is part of the point. Was Three Mi'e Island a disaster? Some
reople would argue that this is a continuing stress situation. For example, one can look
at the studies that were made by George Warheit, an excellent e idemiologist from
Florida. He analyzed zll of the published and unpublished studies ot Three Mile Island
and concluded that some ot the findings were inconsistent. However, when he took
what he thought was the more valid data, it seemed to indicate that the effects of the
accidents were of a subclinic type. They were short-lived and self-remitting and "there
are not scientific data which support the belief that the accident produced measurable
levels of cross psychopathology.” Another study in the area which was looking at the
consequences ot the economic recession on families, came to the conclusion that the
economic recession had far more negative psychological affects on families than did
Three Mile Island. Other people say that it is a continuing problem, which is the basic
issue. It is a problem which probably has ccntinued for a variety of reasons, including
some groups that want to maintain it as a problem for ideological reasons. That,
however, is different. The point [ ain trying to make is that even the studies made in
continui.ig si*uations do not bear out that the conssquences are that different.

The results do not bear out that there have been severe psychological effects of a
persistent or enduring nature. The Warheit statement includes a few studies that do
suggest some things. When he put everything together it gave greater weight to that
which was the more valid data. He concluded that severe psychological effects just are
not there. If they are there, they certainly are very subtle.

DR. KATZ: There is a question about methodology with this. It is more
comfortable to deal with very strong psychopathology in an immediate context. It is
easier to measure and you are better able to demonstrate that this has some severe
effect, but you do not see the persistent low level effects. If you start looking for this,
you might tind quite a bit of it in mang' of these people. It is harder to measure and it is
not regarded with the same degree of alarm, but the long term effects might in fact be
equally severe.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, but there is another element that I want to get back
to. If one takes seriously some of the NIMH surveys about mental kealth in this country,
in any given American community on any given day, 25% to 30% of the people, accord-
ing to them, should be getting some type oi mental health treatment. When you go into
a disaster area and find people with som.> problems, the questicr is whether these
problems are associated with t e disaster or arc simply what you would tind anyway.,
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This refers to a point [ made earlier in talking about outreach programs in some
of these disaster areas. Some of these outreach programs find people with problems. In
fact, in Xenia, they did find some older people with problems. What became clear was
that these problems were not so much generated by the disasters, but that these older
people prior to the disasters were either incorporated into friend, family, or kin groups
which were having no problems geiting along well. The disaster then disrupted the
groups and they could not live with their family or they were taken away from their
friends. When the outreach programs went out there, they found pcoglc with these
problems. One could argue that these problems were not generated directly by the
disaster, but that they were only reacting to the imgact of the disaster. These were
geoplc who were socially supported on an everyday basis and could function very well

ut then had problems when separated from family and friends. The outreach people
who did this were sophisticated enough to recognize that what they were finding were
things which on an everyday basis were handled well. The disaster removed some of the
conditions which allowed some of these people to function, but it was not the disaster
itself that created the problems.

I will now return to what accounts for the two positions because some of the
things that you mentioned about methodology are involved. There are six different
possible lines of explanation. One line of explanation is that with relatively rare
exception, the individual trauma people and the social sponge people have studied
different kinds of disasters. One could argue that statistically it seems unlikely that they
are reporting actual differences. When ieople looked at Buffalo Creek, there were
nhenomena there as well as when they looked at other kinds of situations. There would

e something odd from a statistical point of view, if the result here is simply that people
found differences in certain disasters over other disasters. Three Mile Island is the only
one in which we have proponents or exponents of both positions that have looked at the
situation. Another example, to some extent also, is the Wilkes-Barre flood. There were
(sjtudics ccming to different conclusions with what appears to be almost the same kind of

ata.

For example, during the same day in the Logue's study, various stressful
experiences during the recovery period following the Wiikes-Barre flood were better
predictions of mental health status measured five years after the event than the actual
disaster impact. There is, in terms of the response, the social support. The Wilkes-
Barre tlood became far less of a predictor. This was a study done on a five year basis.

We can dismiss that the studies are reporting actual differences. It is a
possibility, but it seems unlikely since Wilkes-Barre and Three Mile Island still show the
inconsistency. A second explanation has to do with what is taken as acceptable data as
well as the data gathering techniques used. Though there are exceptions to this, the
individual trauma people tend tc use a self selected population as well as clinical data.
The social sponge people tend to use population samples through the use of surveys.
Although the social sponge people also tend to be a little skeptical of survey data, they
are so sophisticated that frequently they try to get the indirect indicators. This includes
divorce rates, wife battering cases, child abuse cases, drug usage, etc. In the Xenia
tornado, we had 45 different tehavioral indicators. We did not get the movie
attendance, but it would not have changed the overall picture of what we found. It all
depends on what one accepts as valid data and valid methodology.

A third point, related to the second point, is the interpretation of the data. Part
of the problem is that the individual trauma people frequently seem to have their cake
and eat it too. For example, very often deniaFof problems is taken as an indication that
there is a problem. [ used to be a social psychologist. I taught social psychology from a
psychoanalytical position and discovered that you cannot win against psychoanalysis. If
you deny something, that is taken as an indication that the issue invariably exists.
Schulberg wrote an article in 1974 that said, "Even though there has been no loss of
human life, one can expect a predictable sequence of such behaviors as shock, guilt,
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anger, and grief to occur on affected persons over a six to twelve month time period. A
disaster victim's failure to display these normative rsactions should not lead to the
conclusion that all is well. Instead, it should alert the care giver that the victim
potentially 1s emploving maladaptive resolutions.” Denial becomes the indication of the
symptoms of the problem.

The social sponge people are not that naive in terms of accepting seli reports.
They use these other kinds ot indicators. For example, this is a study -we did in Xenia
which has never been published. This study was conducted six months after the Xenia
tornado hit and was done in conjunction with some of the outpatients through the
outreach programs as well as some of the mental health agencies as a massive
population survey in Xenia. We did a 15% study of the families in the Xenia area. On
the doorstep we subjected them to a lengthy interview which in most cases took about
three hours to administer. In the interview, not only were there all sorts of open ended
questions and structured questions, but there were also varying types of mental health
scales. We used one of George Warheit's mental health scales which he had
standardized on a population elsewhere in the United States so we would have some
data against which to measure the Xenia population.

We collected all of this data from the Xenia &)opulation. A year later we went
back because one of the statements that is frequently made by the individual trauma

eople is, "You do not frequently find anything there. It surfaces, particularly a year
ater around the anniversary of the event." They also state that it takes a long time for
the problems to work their way out. Thus, we did a study 18 months later. We
resampled the households we had studied earlier as well as gathered information on an
additional population for control purposes. We had very good response rate of 70% to
809 for the study. ,

Looking at the mental health scale data, there was no doubt that the Xenia
population, »oth at six months and 18 months after the disaster, scored well over the
national sar;ple that Warheit had built his mental health scale on. The Xenia people
were way over. There was no dropping off either at six or 18 months later. It was also
clear that there was a correlation with the degree of impact. The people in Xenia whose
homes had been destroyed, or who had a family member injured, had higher scores than
}hc peopie who did not have this experience, through six months as well as 18 months
ater.

CAPT BLAIR: High scores are good?

DR. QUARANTELLI: No, it means they had problems. In other words, their
scores indicate that they had problems. Whether one looks at it as measured against the
national sample, though it was not quite a national sample but was a non-disaster
&opulation, in terms of victimization, or in time, there was no doubt that "The victims in

enia who had the worst experience had high scores and the high scores remained 18
months after the disasters.” You did not even need to conduct statistical tests on the
data, the data stood out. You simply had tc look at the frequencies.

We concluded that in Xenia, overall, there were no psychological or serious
mental health problems because there were other kinds of data, particularly the be-
havioral indicators. We had, for example, questions relating to interruptions of work
that asked if people took more time off work. We also had questions about family be-
havior, about the kids in school, and a whole variety of items of that kind, as well as ali
the other behavioral indicators that I mentioned. With a few minor exceptions, these
indicators showed very little difference six months or 18 months after the disasters.
When we could measure against pre-impact time, there was simply either a continuation
of a trend or a minor variation around it.

The behavioral indicators did not indicate problems. Obviously, this is a matter
of the one's strategy in terms of interpreting and analyzing. Our mental health scale
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score indicated that for nnybody that undergoes a dramatic event like a disaster, this
event is forever embedded ir their memory and in their being. For example, I will not
forget my combat experience during World War II. In that sense, it remains part of
one’s life as it comes trom one's life experience.

On the other hand, when we looked at whether or not this had negative
consequences in terms of interaction within the family, in terms of one's work role and in
terms of one's everyday role, we could find practically no indication in all the behavioral
indicators that this had negative consequences. Our argument and the arguments of
others is that if we are talking about how the consequences of disaster disrupt the
functioning of the individual or of the family, we have little or no evidence from the
Xenia data. That is a more solid data wall, but there are other kinds of data.

If you simply look at the mental health scores, you could say that these people
have problems. Obviously, they are "suffering.”" This is part of their psychic make-up.
The argument is, "If this does not have consequences in terms of their everyday life, then
I am not going to be terribly worried about it.”

COL HOLLOWAY: So the difference is whether you are Presbyterian or not.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, that is true. Itis a fundamental value judgment. If
you do not have behavioral consequences, I am not going to worry too much about it. It
may be there, and for all I know, I have been seriously scarred by the fact that the
Germans oiice shot a bunch of 88's at me. They zeroed in on me, but as far as I can tell,
that has not affected my behavior. If I have problems, it is not because of that
experience in the war but because of other experiences.

Thus, one possibility for the difference between the two is simply the way in
which one looks at the indication of problems. One can simply take a "what I say
attitudinai” or just focus on psychological features of characteristics. I am not worried
about those. I am more concerned with behavioral characteristics where oue can see a
person's behavior or a person's behavior in relation to others. Our own data, which is
probably the most thorough, is probably most supportive of the individual trauma
approach. This is largely due to having six month and 18 month data in terms of the
mental health scale. It was an excellent survey, done well with very high return rates.
Nobody else has data that solid. Despite that, we still argue that in Xenia we do not
have any real evidence of problems because of the other types of data.

Another possibility is that mental health practitioners and professionals have
different objectives as well as different ideologies. For many mental health
practitioners, part of their ideology is to help people out. If an area has no problems
and that only 1%, or 200, of the people have been affected, then it really does not matter
from the viewpoint of organizational functioning. It probably has no consequences in
terms of a theoretical model on organizational planning. However, from the viewpoint
of the health professional with an ideology of helping people, one should worry about
those 200 people. Cne percent may- ve unimportant in trying to understand the
phenomena because it is low frequency, whereas 1% in terms of absolute numbers is
important. I remember talking to some of the people who did some of the work at
Buffalo Creek. I was interested in the fact that they seeined-to get all worked up when
they talked about a particular case or a particular child or a particular family. I can
understand what is involved, however, if one is more interestef in the theoretical issue
of whether there were mental health consequences in Buffalo Creek, then the anecdotal
case becomes unimportant, no matter how bizarre, unusual, or odd it was.

What s involved here is simply what one's end goal is. If treatment is one's end
goal, then one does not dismiss 1%. It really does not matter if it was created by the
disaster or not. There are people out there to treat. On the other hand, if the question
is of knowledge and understanding, one would say there is no evidence of mental health
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Eroblems. One of the reasons we take this position is because it comes from a large
ody of disaster research.

[ wish to mention a phenomenon because the issue is somewhat the same. It is
the question about whether looting occurs in times of disaster or not. Study after study
has shown that this is not a groblem, at least not in American society. However, stories
of looting are widespread. You go in and &0 to $0% of the population surveyed will in-
dicate to you that they hear stories of looting. But, in terms of verified cases of looting,
it is nonconse ueminK According to very intensive studies, 3 or 4% of the people who
indicate that they themselves have been lcoted in some way can narrow it down to the
specific items that are missing. It becomes clearcut that there is no way they could know
whether that item was taken away by the disaster itself or was actually stolen. On the
other hand, the family who has lost something, will say the items were stolen.

This also causes a problem from the viewpoint of the security forces. There was
r.o looting, but the belief is so widespread that even security organizations will deny their
own evidence. I frequently give the anecdote involving a study we were conducting in
Florida. We were not particularly focusing on looting, but it was a time when, as a
matter of practice, we always had looting data. We were focusing on police department
operations and we asked about reports of looting. The police chief said that they had
not had a single case reported, but that the radio had reported some incidents of looting.

When Hurricane Alicia hit, I had sent in a field team that got there before the
hurricane hit. They were in Houston and were supposed to work their way down to
Galveston. There was no feedback from them. They had arrived the night betore, and it
was about noon when the NBC radio news came on and said that there had been a
number of cases of looting in Galveston and 46 people had been arrested. About 15
minutes later, the phone rang and it was my field director, Jane Gray. Isaid, "Where are
you cziling from?" She said, "The Galveston EOC." I said, "You are supposed to be cut
off from the world. You may be using the one telephone line to the rest of the world.
Get off the line. The President might want to call!” I was partly joking. We talked
about various things, and I said, "By the way, who had you bzen talking to down there?”
She said, "Well, I just finished talking to the police chief.” I had not said anything about
the NBC broadcast. I said, "Well, what did you talk to him about?" She said, "The usual
question about looting." "What did the police chief say?” He said, "We had four cases
last night. Two clearly were not cases of lcoting, they were probably drunk and even our
own police officers were in on that thing. The two others may or may not have been
cases, but I would not really want to state it that way.” I said, "But NBC radio said that
there were just 34 people arrested for looting ir. Galveston last night." She said, "The
Galveston police chief knows nothing about it."”

My point is that reports about a phenomenon or widespread belief of a
phenomenon is not always so. Another thing that might account for the differences has
to do with different conceptions of disasters, especially if you use a very heterogeneous
reference for the term disasters. [ would like to read you something. "A fifth possibility
for the difference in the two approaches may stem from differences in conceptions of
disasters. This could be true in at least three different ways. For one, the individual
trauma approach tends to include within the general category of disaster the full range
of individual and collective stress situation. Thus, such diverse phenomena as the
Holocaust, shipwrecks, air raids, famines, mass kidnapping, plane-crashes, concentration
camp situations and military combat services are all treated as the same generic
phenomena into which are added natural and technological disasters.”

The use of a heterogeneous class among other things allows for the picking of
extreme and atypical cases. But also, it means that in a sense the larger your net, the
more likely you are to surface something. In one sense, the more heterogeneous your
reference, it you use =verything, the more likely you are going to be able to find
something. On the other hand, most of the other disaster researchers say that it is better
that you use a narrow conception of disasters because it brings in the notion of the
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therapeutic commaunity. When you have a natural cisaster, or more accurately, when
you have a community disaster, you have the generation of a therapeutic community in
the sense that all of the peorle have all undergone their disasters together.

They identify and reach out to one another. There is the creation of a support
system. Many of the differences that existed within the community are temporarily set
aside. They resurface again later, but right after a disaster happens, there is a
brotherhood and sisterhood amongst everyone in most community type disasters. All
sorts of conflicts, differences and cleavages that may exist are temporarily set aside.
Some astounding differences were set aside in the days when segregation in this country
was very extreme. This anecdote illustrates the point well. I was down south after a
tornado in the early 1950's. I was there while they were still briaging Eeople into a mass
shelter. One of tae things that struck me is that the black and the white families being
evacuated were all mixed up together in this big auditorium early in the evening. It was
very interesting in that by the next morning, all the blacks had ended up in one segment
of the auditorium. Disaster researchers in India have also observed this. It is not
supposed to exist, but the caste system is still very strong in certain parts of India. They
said that at the time of the disaster it is remarkable that caste differences are ignored
but that they tend to come back relatively quickly.

COL URSANO: Do you have any information or any thoughts on what it is that
allows or prevents this cohesion from occurring.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Do you inean the dropping of the barriers?
COL URSANO: Yes, and then their reinstatement.

- DR. QUARANTELLI: I would speculate along the following line. People ask me
if there are differences in different societies in reactions to disasters. I would
hypothesize the following: you have to posit different levels, the individual, the family,
the organizational, the community and the national level. If you are talking about
national level, Japanese society, for example, is very centralized in disasters, while
American society is very decentralized, therefore, Japanese society is going to react
differently than American society. This is because of the centralization of the
governmental and political structure. Even though Japanese disaster planning is
probablé' the best in the world, it cannot be taken and applied in the United States.

ross-societal differences stand out more sharply at the highest level in terms of
social differentiation. When you drop down more and get to the individual level, the
human qualities come out. For example, the phenomenon of panic. It appears that
human beings in almost all society show that the ganic phenomenon does not exist. On
the other hand, people seem to be frightened by the same sort of things. The unfamiliar
frightens people more than the familiar. . In all societies, it is very ditficult to get family
members to leave an area if they do not know the status of their other family-members.
The family ties are extremely strong, even given dramatic differences in family structure.
One does not abandon other family members. At the individual level, there are people
reacting as human beings. At the time of the disaster, there is almost recognition that
this other person, whether of another caste, race, or class, is in the same boat as you are.
One temporarily forgets these kind of differences and helps others. Maybe that is simply
describing rather than giving you an explanation of what is involved.

COL URSANO: From the perspective you were presenting before about the
impact on that phenomenon of the breakdown of the usual societal organizations in a
community, if there is a disruption of the usual organizational patterr. of the community,
does that grouping iogether increase, decrease, or remain unchanged by that?
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DR. QUARANTELLI: I think it increases. The best instance of this is search and
rescue which has been fairly well studied. You prcbably all saw pictures of the Mexico
City earthquake and you remember the pictures that came over American television
with all these dog teams from all over the world pulling people out of the wreckage. At
that time, I thought that wus odd because the picture that was coming across showed
that many pec;gle were being rescued by outsiders. It did not fit in with the standard
principle that the overwhelming bulk of search and rescue is done by people around the
debris and the wrecked homes. We are involved in an extensive study with some
Mexican colleagues who did manage to obtain some data right after the earthquake
occurred. Other people also studied the dog teams and everything else of that kind.
What comes out is very clear cut. Eighty to ninety percent of the victims in the Mexico
City earthquake were rescued in the first few hours by their friends, neighbors, and
people who just happened to be there. They just went in and pulled people out. The
organized effort pulled out a few Mexicans. Some of the Mexican organizations then got
in and pulled a few other people out.

It is not clear exactly how many live bodies the dog teams actually found, but
ciearly it was a very low number. More important than that, the later rescuers probably
ended up killing more people than they pulled out. The figures are unclear and any
statistics in Mexico are shaky, but it seems clear that more than 100 people died in the
more formal rescue effort afterwards. It also seems fairly ciear that 100 people were not
pulled out so they in fact lost more people by their later rescue effort.

My point is that Mexican, Japanese, Indian, and American societies all have
dirfferent norms, values, and roles. When it comes to the matter of search and rescue,
they all plunge in even when they are with strangers. Somebody told about an incident
in Singapore in which a building collapsed on one of the main streets. A man went there
with his formal team of rescuers. He said it was amazing how the passersby, that had
been there after the building collapsed just dove in to help even though they were
perfect strangers. These pecple just happened to be in the street. They heard the cries
coming out from people underneath the debris. They were not doing a very efficient or
effective job, but they were trying to get the people out. They did not simply sit around
and gawk. They had no responsibility. They did not know who was in there.

On a cross societal basis in disasters, people act very proactive rather than simply
passively waiting for something to happen. All sorts of normal social barriers fall which
eventually return. In fact, new ones are added. At the time of the disaster, everybody
loves everybody else. It is a little overstated, but nevertheless, it is true because all sorts
of barriers are down. In the long 1un, the old conflicts and cleavages come back. In
addition, the new differences that have emerged from the recovery period enter into the
picture. The high morale which occurs during the immediate post-impact period does
not last. Differences do emerge. In American society, some very subtle social class
differences come out which tend to be played down in everyday behavior. They come
out in very subtle ways such «s which area gets rebuilt and if the downtown area gets
rebuilt or not. There are all sorts of power struggles behind the scene.

The sixth possible explanation of the diiferences is that many of the individual
trauma people work with what I weuld call a medical view of the phenomena. This
refers to the notion that there is some objective reality out there that is responsible for -
the pathologies. Most of the social sponge people work with a social probfem view of
phenomena. They essentially argue that things are defined in a particular ways and
social problems do not have any objective reality. A social problem is the interplay of
different forces in a community. Something gets d=fined in a particular way as being a
problem. It may not get defined earlier as being a problem, but it ultimately assumes
this definition.

There are differences between these two notions. In one imagery, the notion is
that something real is happening and therefore there are going to be consequences of it.
The second imagery, however, is the idea that whether something happens or not is a
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result of psychological or social forces that are at play. Therefore, it is almost a different
conception of knowledge and reality. In one, there is a real world with real phenomena
bappening. In the other, it is a much more perceptual world in which what happens is
the result of the different perceptions. '

Judy Golec, who conducted the Teton Dam disaster research, argues against
medical knowledge. She says that the assumptive framework on which the medical
model rests leads to an interpretation which obscures the contradiction and essential
features of the disaster experience and prucess of recovery. The medicalization of social
phenomena has two basic shortcomnings which obscure the important features of social
event. One is the adoFtion of the medical metaphor to explain social conduct which

sycholcgizes and depoliticizes social phenomena. By ignoring the social context and by
ocusing on the causal primacy of disaster, the medical metaphor leads to a
misunderstanding about the nature of the post disaster problems which have important
consequences for disaster victims. It also fails to recognize that the most efficacious
solutions to some disaster problems may reside in changes in public policy as well as
thcse interventions aimed at changing aspects of the social structure.

What she was talking about there was the Teton Dam disaster. She points out
that over a three year period some people had what might be called psychologicai
problems. She argues that what was involved here had to do with two issues. One was
that this was Mormon country and if one was not in the Mormon "flow of events" then
one did not get caught up in terms of the social support system. One did not have to be
a Mormon, but if one was not, one did not get caught up in this.

The second issue involved compensation, particularly for the farmers. Essentially
it was a political decision, fought at both the state and the federal levels, concerning how
peovle were to be compensated. It could have gone the other way, but because it went
one particular way, certain of the farmers who were rural inhabitants suffered in the
long run irom the disaster as a result of a J)Olitical decision, not because the Teton Dam
colllz; sed. It was this decision which could have easily gone the other way. This was the

roblem.

P Her notion about depoliticizing social Fhenomena is that much of what happens
in terms of the response period is a result of political decision and of political forces.
Whether or not something is defined as a disasier, particularly a federally declared
disaster, has much more to do with political considerations than with "the objective
reality out there." There are, however, important consequences of this. For example, if
it is not a federally declared disaster, the federal government cannot provide the crisis
counselling Erograms. Furthermore, if it does not get declared a disaster, even at the
state level, there are certain aids that cannot be provided to the disaster victims. That is
one part of the social coatext that one has to take into account in terms of trying to
understand a situation.

To conclude, I have tried to look at the differences of the two views in terms of
these six possible differences. You might try to argue that these are possible
explanations of the fundamental differences in the two approaches, but I do not believe
that any of these six differences are the fundamental differences. My explanation
essentially has tc do with the sociology of knowledge approach.

COL URSANO: At this point let us hear if people have uestions or comments.

CAPT BARTONE: One aspect of our research into the Gander crash and various
affected groups involved looking very closely at the military unit of the battalion that lost
the most soldiers. They lost about 200 soldiers, comprising about a third of their force.
We followed them intensively over a six month period following the crash. Essentially, it
is fair to say that we saw was a social sponge. The unit went through the mechanics of
the receustitution process and the replacements were absorbed very quickly. The social
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fabric of the unit seemed to be restructured very effectively and quickly. We tried to
understand what appeared to be normal rzcovery process for that group.

After six months, individuals and the unit were in Fretty good shape, both
psychologically and generally. They were ready to deploy if called upon. But there were
casualties in our observations. Tx}xlerc was a small percentage of individuals, possibly

from 1% to 109 who did not seem to do very we” e classic case that comes to mind
is the master sergeant survivor of the mission. - had returned on another flight. His

blood pressure had gone way up and he had be . 1 drinking very heavily. He reported
actively avoiding any reminders of the event and the memorial ce;emonies. He did not
seem to be in very good shape. There were a number of owher soldiers in similar
circumstances.

One could argue that those folks are only of interest to health care providers.
They are of research interest to us because of the question of individual differences and
the question of what accounts for individual differences. Is it social support or is it
something else? Is it personality or possibly a view of this event as a challenge?

DR. QUARANTELLI: It might be something else.

CAPT BARTONZ: What is it? I am disputing your point that those individuals
are not interesting from a research perspective because it is only by studying those who
do not do very well that we can understand the normal recovery process. This has policy
implications and is an important one for thie Army. Can the normal recovery process be
speeded up?

DR. QUARANTELLI: What is involved nere may be something else. About five
years ago, people from NIMH once asked if I saw any phenomena where there might be
severe mental health consequences. I said, "Yes, on an anecdotal level, I am beginning
to get a sense that the scenario that you have not locked at might be the area you should
look at." I explained that first responders, the police and fire people, have provided a
%reat deal of anecdotal situations. They seem to have long run psychological problems.

irsi responders have become very popular. Mitchell, at the University of Maryland, has
done research on this.

I told Mary Larson that if there is a place wnere there are probably severe mental
health consequences, it is among first responders. I ventured a few reasons why I
thought so. This may have bearing in terms of the military situation, although I have not
done studies and this is purely anecdotal and comes from observations and talking to
people. The reason the police and firefighters have problems stems from two issues.
One is that human beings respond very well to disasters generally but there is one kird
of phenomenon they respond very poorly to, and that is handling dead or mangled
bodies. In various disaster studies all over the world, mutilated bodies consistently
devastate Eeople. From a quantitative and qualitative point of view, a disaster with a
large num
them psvchologically. So one point is that we have a disaster where there are people
involveu and the worst kind of disaster is when you have mutilated children.

In fact, if you remember the Kansas City walkway collapse, there was a physician
on television talking very confidently about how he was there and how he was doing all
sorts of activities in the middle of the debris. Then he started talking about a boy. He
said, "And then I suddenly decided I was going to have to cut off his leg, not because I
am a great genius but because that was my experience.” I sensed that he was going to
break down crying. Sure enough, he began bawling on national television. My colleague
asked me how I knew he was going to do that. On an anecdotal level, when you have
mutilated, damaged bodies, and when children are involved, no one that I have ever
seen handles that well."

20

ers of casualties is very disturbing to people. It seems that it deeply affects-

ko aal

¥
e

N

™y



One explanation regarding the Gander plane crash was that a great number of
bodies were involved. Also, golicemen and firemen seem to have a problem with their
macho image. This is part of the subculture. They feel that they can handle anything.
They get in these situations and they cannot handle it or they do their best with the
bodies. People still die in front of them, even while they are pulling them out. In a
sense, they have seen themselves s failing in this situation. First responders seem to
have high potential of having severe mental health consequences, especially if you put
this together with a lot of mutilated bodies. I cannot see too many people who are likely
to handle this well, although it may be counterbalanced a little bit by the unit.

LTC INGRAHAM: But how do we reconcile that with the earlier statement that
90% of the recovery operations were done by first responders, people who were right
there?

DR. QUARANTELLI: By first respoaders I mean the police and the firefighters.
The first responders in a disaster area are usually thought of as these tormal
organizations.

LTC INGRAHAM: What about the peogle in the Singapore building or the other
folks that are plowing through the wreckage?

DR. QUARANTELLI: I would not have an inage in mind that that was my job.
If I make it, fine. If I do not make it, that is the way it is. I am reading a study of fire
departments, which has nothing to do with disasters, and the image they have and their
sense of control chey have over the situation is different from other individuals. They
are put ‘a a situation where they fail. I would not consider myself a failure and most of
the people dizging out other people do not consider themselves a failure if they do not

manage to do something in search and rescue because that is not the image they have

where they can do something. If they do something, fine. :

Part of the problem here is in the area of first responder. By first responder, I do
not mean first in the sense of the initial people. First responder refers to the emergency
organizations. We are talking about police, fire, and some EMS people. That is the way
the label is applied. In fact, what Mitchell has found in Baltimore, that a great number
of these people have problems. I think it has to do with occupational culture and their
self image. I would think that in the military there is some element of this among
certain personnel.

_ LTC INGRAHAM: Yes, but what we find that the critical variables are those
associated with volunteer status. If you are conscripted to participate in these kinds of
operations there seems to be a greater probability of adverse reaction. Volunteers do
better.

DR. QUARANTELLI: The counscripted ones do not see themselves as soldiers.

DR. KATZ: You mertioned how people identify in an immediate first response
way. They identify and the barriers oF differences seem to break down and then
subsequently form again. They may even get increased. This is an important thing to
consider. What are the social organizational variables that are likely to prolong this
period of identification or to promote it?

DR. QUARANTELLI: In all communities and probably all organizations, and
this has nothing to do with disasters, there are always varying amounts of differences,
conflicts, and cleavages. In one sense there is the old notion that the best predictor of
future behavior is past behavior. If you are going into a context where there is a lot of
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conflict, it is going to surface afterwards. If you are in a context where there is relatively
little conflict, it is in the post-disaster situation. In terms of the short run or the long run,
sometimes things are done weil and sometimes are done poorly. This feeds into it. If
things are done well, then this is less of a source of problems. It things are done poorly,
then this becomes a source of problems.

DR. KATZ: If there is a protocol for how to handle disasters, the protocol itself
might actually increase the cohesiveness among the rescuers. [ am thinking of the
military in the sense that you cannot afford to have consistent recognition of differences
because you have a job to do. I think it is important for us to consider what the social
organizational aspects are that can increase this. I do not think it is just a given. This is
what occurs later and it depends on just how many conflicts exist. We can say that there
might be some differences and that we should lcok at them.

COL URSANO: What would you put in the category of good things to happen
afterward versus bad? Empirically speaking, what about age recovery, etc?

DR. QUARANTELLI: We have to separate ouvt what might be perceptually seen
and what might be evaluated as efficiency and effectiveness in a different way, but let us
leave that aside and just talk in more generai terms.

It is clear that populations nght after disasters expect, at least in American
society, that officials who are in some responsible position are trying to do something.
These symbolic visits of .governors or presidents to disasters from an organizational
point of view are actually very bad and they tie up personnel. But, from the symbolic
point of view they are very good. The fact that the governor, the mayor, or the president
comes conveys a general message and in that sense the poiiticians are guessing quite
right. They shoulg be out there because people expect them to be out there. These are
purely symbolic gestures. At another level, most disaster planners and personnel are
very unhappy with these VIP's. They tie up personnel, but it is very crucial because it
looks like somebody is trying to do something.

The other thing is that people will put up with an awful lot at the time of a
disaster. They do not expect things to be done like normal times in terms of speed and
efficiency. On the other hand, they do expect things to happen. They have got to see
some concrete steps, and again, it does not kave to be anything dramatic. For example,
a tornado has gone through a town and there is debris all over but after a week, that
street should be cleared of debris so that people can get up and down.

Most important of all is the restoration of the situation to as normal as possible.
By as normal as possible I mean that the stores that have closed should reopen and
routines should be followed. People should be kept as close as possible to the familiar
and the usual. The federal government has consistently made major mistakes. For
example, in one case when a disaster hit an area, they put people in trailer camps. [
think they finallg leazned their lesson. Researchers have insisted that those resources
and net efforts be spent on ietting people live in their wrecked homes. They will be
much happier being with their wrecked neighbors than moving them to nice homes. In
Wilkes-Barre, there were some bitter fights in the street where people were saying they
did not want to %% to the camp.” The response was they could not be prcvideg with
certain services. The people still wanted to live in their homes.

The basic principle is that people prefer the usual and familiar. We should have
learned our lesson frcm World War II? The British evacuated a great number of women
and children from London. They thought they would get them out of the way and that
would make everybudy happy. At the height of the V-2 bombs coming into London,
more people were going back into London than were able to get out. Many of the
women and children were coming back. The British social scientists did studies on what
was happening. One woman summed it up very beautifully by saying, "Well, if we are
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going to die, if some of us are going to die, we all are going to die together, not me being
up in Scotland and my husband back here in London." )

These people were not acting irrationally, they were simply going back to the
familiar and what they were accustomed to. They were with people that mattered to
them, so it became a matter of restarting things as quickly as possible. That is why it is
important to open the movie houses, the stores, etc., and to get some of the streets open.
DCebris clearance, which may seem very mundane, is something that tells people that
somebody is doing something, and I can now go up and down my usual street.

Certain things are very difficui: to deal with. I interviewed a woman in Arkansas
after a tormado. Her home was wrecked but that was not what bothered her. What
bothered her was that the trees in the street would never be the same again since they
were all knocked down by the tornado. There was really no way to help her. She said, "I
will never see those trees again." She was about 60 years old. Sometimes symbolic
losses are much more devastating than material losses, especially when you hear people
who talk about losing family mementos. Their home may be wrecked, but that was only
a home, but if they have lost photographs that really breaks people up. There are
certain things you can do, while there are others that I am not quite certain how one
handles.

COL URSANO: Some of things you are indicating may proscribe against activity,
particularly in the military setting where it may be even more important. Then you have
the question of keeping things familiar. On the one side, the commander is prone to get
in there and clean up the streets. On the other side, the commander is also prone to
bring in the mobile homes and secmehow to say, "Okay, let us switch everybody over
here." It is a question of activity.

DR. QUARANTELLI: This occurs in the civilian sector and even the federal
government. I just noticed that FEMA las decided that they are not going to use mobile
homes any longer exceFt under the most unusual circuinstances. They are going to give
people money to rebuild their houses. They are going to let people live in their homes
or go to their friends and relatives. You do not set up communitics. Buffalo Creek was
a classic case in which they took close knit neighborhoods and put people in with
strangers. Their children were going to school with strangers, the men were working
with strangers, and the women were with strangers back in the trailer. Then they
wondered why all sorts of things occurred that had never happened in those
co:nmunities before. For example, juvenile delinquency was almost nonexistent in the
Buffalo Creek area before. They then wondered why they had juvenile delinquency and
vandalism in the trailer camps. They created it. There were a bunch of strangers living
side by side. -

The military may have some problems here, but the basic principle is restoration
of the usual.

COL HOLLOWAY: You have addressed a problem that bothers me a little in
the data and that is your utilization of arrest records. Arrest records are notoriously
subject to social manipulation before, during, and after disasters. As I recall, studies of
actual police behavior indicate that policemen who are reporting crime intervene only
one out of nine times while actually observing a crime on the streets, and an arrest is
made in cases where they intervene only one out of nineteen times. Given those kinds
of background statistics, it would seem that arrest records are highly subject to another
kind of change in social dynamic. How does one look at that in the context of disasters?

DR. QUARANTELLI: There are two ways. One is to find out what is being done

and what is not being done. For example, the police may tell you that they will ignore ali
parking violations at this time.
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COL HOLLOWAY: in watching the streets of New York, people commit crimes
of theft. We are talking about theft. We are not talking abnut minor crimes. One in
nine are attended to, while one in ninsteen are arrested.

DR. KATZ: Do you think the looting behavior that was referred to might be of
that same order?

DR. QUARANTELLI: No, in looking at the lcoting behavior, we not only used
the arrest figures, but we also used the population surveys. We asked people if they
themselves had been looted, and if so, what had been looted.

COL HOLLOWAY: I am in favor of raising the issue about social indicators.
Social indicators themselves are multi-determined subjects, and they can be relatively
insensitive to certain kinds of other profound changes.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, that is true

COL HOLLOWAY: Studies in Illinois, in which independent measurements of
actual crimes committed by teenagers were taken, demonstrated the crime rate of
commission in the suburban communities was exactly the same as it was in urban
communities. The difference was the arrest rate. Almost no arrests occurred in
suburban communities. Arrest rates occurred in urban communities for exactly the
same acts. Is it conceivable that in Buffalo Creek it was not that the boys suddenly
became bad when they were put into these trailer camps, but that the police then visited
the trailer camps?

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, it is conceivable. I did not do studies in Buffalo
Creek, but in terms of what was described, it did appear that there was a change.

COL HOLLOWAY: You have already said that the changes are illusionary. Why
accept that change rather than the other change? '

DR. QUARANTELLI: You have asked me about a situation where everybody is
in the study. In terms of some of the transcripts I have read of family reports of their
own children or of the children of others, they seem to be reporting something different
than the reports from tre authorities. 7hese were reports from the victims themselves
who had been vandalized. When they lived in the old place, they had never been
vandalized. We are not vsing the authority records there.

As a sociologist, I recognize that all records are organizationally processed which
means that they are always dubious along certain lines, but one of the things that seems
to show up during a crisis does give a certain credence to records. I picked this up in a
civil disturbance when I was out in Watts during the ghetto rioting and we were doing a
major study of the fire department. I was talking to some of the high fire department
officials. In the dispatching room they said that they had noticed a very odd thing.
Somebody had mentioned this to me .arlier but I had not seen it. "We are getting all of
these false alarm and fire calls in the Watts area but it is remarkable, in the last three
days, calls coming in from the rest of the city have dropped dramatically.” This comment
was triggered by my question, "How do you maintain fire protection in the rest of Los
Angeles?" The reglied, "The calls have dropped dramatically. I said, "What do you
think accounts for that?" They said, "Our guess is that people do not call us for things
they otherwise would call us for. There is a cat in the tree. Nobody is going to call us
down in the middle of a riot for a cat in a tree. We seem to be getting a lot less calls for
minor fires. We do not seem to be having any waste paper basket fires. It is
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inconceivable that they are just not occurring out there, but we think that people are
handling them at the Leight of the emergency so the police have also reported the same
thing in terms of number of calls. They reported that there seems 10 be a dropoff of cer-
tain kinds of reports, not including arrest figures.”

During times of disaster it a community is not totally impacted, the citizenry at
larze do not do certain things that they would normally. They would have felt silly
cailing the fire department and saying the cat is in the tree. During normal times, they
cet many of those kinds of calls. What I am trying to indicate here i~ that one can look
at certain records and without putting one’s total fate in them, one can get a feel about
the trends and particularly if one talks to the peoole who do the records. For example,
the police we talked tu always say, "Forget about the parking tickets, we are not ticketing

eople for those kinds of thiags at all.” On the other hand, locting essentially involves a
elony. The police %ay more attention to those things. We matched the things we
typically get the year before and the week before, and the figures almost invariably drop
off at the time ot a disaster. '

COL HOLLOWAY: I want to emphasize that my concern is strengthened by your
example. That concern involves understanding the data from Xenia which I have alvays
utilized and find very valuable. In that data ycu demonstrate that there is a disaster and
that there is a relative drop in the utilization of mental health facilities. It is conceivable
that that is the same sort of phenomenon which occurs during a major disaster, and
therefore, we do not strain our local resources. It does not make any difference if there
is increased psychopathology. We do not do it because we are getting over a more
important event. The question has nothing to do with the way in which the community is
perceiving or accepting its load but rather the way it is utilizing its resources, exactly the
example you gave for Los Angeles.

DR. QUARANTELLI: I remember talking with some of the people ai the
guidance clinic in Xenia. We talked to all of the agencies involved and we asked them if
their normally scheduled patients came in. They said, "A number of them called up and
said you are probably busy with other kinds of problems and therefore torget about us,
we will come back later on." So there is no dougt that the demand is still there, but it is
not being used, accounting for some of the drop in the figures.

I am not concerned about one set of figures because some of the figures do show
increases. When you Jmt 50 indicators together and 45 are all in one direction and only
five are in the other directior or somebody else does a study wherein the same sort of
things show up, one can attribute this to a variety of things. For exampie, during the
Three Mile Island incident the traffic accidents seemed to have dropped off
tremendously during the height of the emergency, but one could attribute that to a
variety of different things.

COL HOLLOWAY: You cited the Rapid City disaster that showed an increase in
alcohol consumption, is that not right?

DR. QUARANTELLI: It is not our study but I have the details here.

. COL HOLLOWAY: It showed an increase in a number of social variables
indicating that in other disasters some of these same things have shown increases.

DR. QUARANTELLI: It is a whole labyrinth. Another study conducted 18
months after the Rapid City flash flood found that thers was no significant increase in
the number of attempted or actual suicides including single car accidents that are often
considered suicides, the rate of juvenile delinquency, the number of citations for driving
while intoxicated, the number of autcmobile accidents, the rates of scarlet fever, strep
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throat and hepatitis, the number of prescriptions written for tranquilizers, and the
utilization of community mental health services. You are correct. ere are several
things that went in another direction.

COL HOLLOWAY: This pertairs to that same group.
DR QUARANTELLI: Yecs, it concerns that same group.

COL HOLLOWAY: What does one do with a phenomena thai is not a
un*irectional set of changes but, in fact, mult.ple changes? A geod exampie here is that
the 1ate of hepatitis uoes not go up. Unless ycu measure anic’ eric hepatitis, then this is
a ynod example of a medical condition in wiich you would not know it i spatitis changed
at all. Hepatuitis would not be a good measure for the overall instance of cases, unless it
was a massive change.

DR. QUAPANTELLI: This is a methodological pointer which also involves other
areas wher. the data is on much shakier grounds. Cne of my major arzas of interest is
the area of collective behavior including crowd behavior and mass cehavior. If you think
statistics are hard to get in this area, the crowd area is even more difficuit. My seneral
feeling is that you simply do not worry about a particular indicater. If the overall picture
is fai Ty consisten* n drastically different kunds of situations, such as cross-culturally,
then you begin io feel something is operative. One particular indicator does not
ccnvince me unless there is consistency and I feel that tnis must be what is> essentially
involved and that obviously is a judgme~at call. Most research iavolves judgment calls on
most marters. All statistics, whether generated by organizations or by researchers, make
assumptiuns which may or may not be warranted. You can always guestion any kind of
statistics because they rmake certain assumptions. If you challenge those assumptions,
you can say there is something wrong with this. However, if there is consistency in the
general image 1 attend to that, particularly if there is not any consistent negative
evidence, then that would bother me.

That is why I was making the allusion before abont role conflict. Cur group and
others have done surveys. Ore can always say that people will cover up. Is it true that
nobody has ever abandoned their work role: gorgetting avout all of the more
systematic studies which have attempted tc quantify this, if you look at the more
anecdotal evidence and if you ook at the generai studies which have nct looked at this
Earticular problem, there are no c¢ases that show . That gives strength to my view

ecause of the somewhnat diamatic events thic ..nd of stuff would suiiace, yet one does
not find a single case, though one cannot sav that no such case has ever happened. A
collk oue friend of mine, Scanlon, claims he found a case in an Australian disaster. If it
does not show up in other ways, I feel confid:nt in saying that it is not something that is
a practical problem. Theorewcal,, the proposition holds very weil. I would be the last
one to challenge organizations of creating their own deta. You are right about police
and criminal data where "hey usually get murder and aggraveted assault. If there is
consistency iin the data then, unless they indicate that they drastically changec their
operations, then why shculd one feel there is any difference? Other sccieties, like
Japan, are less suspect because they have a much lower crime rate. The disaster
situation appears to be tl:e same there as in the U.S. It is dropping off. We have done
certain collaborative studies with some Japanese colleagues and one of ‘he reasons we
did it was because we thouzht Japan and the United States were similar. Both are
industrialized and urtanized societies, but the Japanese culture is rather different from
American cuiture. Thre two countries are showing up remarkably similar along many
lines in the disaster area, however, oiher differences become apparent. Japan, for
example, is a very group oriented society. The notion of individual volunteers is rare on
an everyday basis, so you do not get the emergence of volunteers like in American
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society. However, we did a mass media study with them and we thought there would be
some major differences. If you take away the names, you cannot teil whether you are
talking about Japanese socicty or American society. In terms of radio or television and
newspapers, you cannot tell the difference.

COL URSANO: Would vou draw any distinctions based on the type of disaster,
given your comments earlier about the potential number of bodies? What about when
you remove the whole community, wipe out the community and then bring the
community back, i.e., no people lost versus disruption of services.

DR. QUARANTELLI: The question is frequently asked when looking at the
difference in natural and technological disasters. It is not a crucial difference. Disasters
do differ, but they differ along other dimensions. I use an example which fits in
beautifully with the issue of whether the disaster gives a forewarning or not. That is
important. The magnitude of the impact of a disaster makes a difference. We do not
really have a good typology of disasters, but the typology should not be "acts of God,"
and "acts of men and women." This typology would not get equal billing thes= days.

This is a meaningful distinction, however, we do need a typology of disaster in
terms of forewarning, magnitude of impact, duration, and a variety of other things. A
good typology dces not exist in the literature. Most of the people are still struggling with
the natural versus technological. The notion is that bilame can be associated with
technological as compared with God. Of course, we are blaming Goa in the God ones.

COL HOLLOWAY: There is a major flaw in that, but I agree with that line of
reasoning. One of the major flaws is something you pointed out earlier and that is the
minute the rescuers arrive, they create problems. It becomes a human disaster, so the
only pure technological disaster is one in which there is some kind of technology without
humans. You have certainly wiped cut the disaster so it really is a problem in taxonomy.

DR. KATZ: Is there any distinction between disasters that can recur such as
certain floods and those that can be predicted to recur?

DR. QUARANTELLI: Disaster researchers have talked about disaster sub-
cultures. It does not follow that recurrency of disasters in areas necessarily generates
disaster subcultures. The experience itself is not enough recurrence. In many areas that
have recurrency of disasters, for exampie, tornadoes, then there is a tornado subculture
that is usually agent specific. For example, tornado subcultures in Kansas, hurricane
subcultures in some parts of the Gulf Coast and in Florida, and flood subcultures in
certain places, like Cincinnati, Ohio.

is means that at both the individual and organizational level, there is the
expectation that certain phenomena will reoccur. There is the expectation that certain
kinds of behaviors will be undertaken. The disaster subculture may indicate that the
disaster has to be of such a magnitude before it will even be defined as a disaster. We
were conducting studies in Cincinnati, Ohio, and talking to Red Cross people. The
water has always come up in Cincinnati during February and March. One of the Red
Cross officials said that certain families, usually middle class families go to the conntry
in the summer. These people evacuate in February because the flood waters are coming
out. Businesses along the river have well-set procedures. They bring merchandise up to
the second floor. Various organizations expect to do certain things. It is almost pre-
planned. To that extent there is relatively little disruption of community life. When the
team first came back, they said there was not a disaster there. I said, "I thought the
waters went 14 feet over {lood stage." They said, "It went 16 feet over flood stage, yet it
was not a disaster." ‘
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So there is the phenomenon of the disaster subculture but it is not simply
zenerated just by the experience. There are oth:r things that are necessary to bring that
about. We discovered certain areas where the~: was recurrency of the event, but no
disaster subculture came into being, although that is one of the necessary, but not
sufficient, conditions for it.

COL URSANO: What would be some of the other items?

DR. QUARANTELLI: The other items concern disaster planning where an
emergcncly type organization takes the lead and says, "We are ’ngnﬁ to be faced with this
on a regular basis and we want to organize ourselves for it." The Red Cross, or another
emergency management agency, takes the position of future planning because they are
going to go through this kind of thing again. .

It 1s also related to how the mass media treats the event. If the mass media treats
the event as an um:"j]ue event, then that is one thing. But, if the mass media says that we
have got our typical flood or at the chemical T%lant, there has been a leak agmn, people
start getting an image of a consistent risk. That is a double-edged sword because you
can ask the question whether that helps or not in terms of warnings, making Feoplc
more sensitive to the potential disasters. Along another line it makes them feel more
safe than they may otherwise be. For example, in terms of hurricane subculture, one of
the problems is when you go into an area and some of the old timers say, “This is the
seventeenth time, I have survived the previcus seventeen, I am not going to leave."
Well, the one that may be coming in this time may not come in the same way, so it is like
the cry wolf syndrome which is sometimes associated with a disaster subculture.

In Crescent City, California, Tsunamis came in there. To some extent, a Tsunami
subculture exisis there. They got a number of false alarms prior to the Alaskan
earthquakes and after the third false alarm, the people went down to the beach tn watch
the waves coming in at a high level. Unfortunately, because of the Alaskan earthquake,
the technical system picked up the Tsunami quite well. The authorities in Crescent City
were in a real dilemma. They knew that they had issued false warnings before. This
time they hesitaied and it cost them, sixteen people were killed and a number injured.
This time the Tsunami really came in. They were probably right in that most people
would have ignored the warning at that point and so a disaster subculture works both
ways. If you put in the cry wolf syndromnie on top of it, it can be a problem. Experience
is the issue here. Do people learn from experience? Sometimes they can learn the
wrong lesson. We survived sixteen times.

COL URSANO: One of the questions which I know Larry, Paul, and Kathy have
been most interested in involves the question of the recovery of communities afterwards.
Immediately, the question is what are you going to put into it? What constitutes a
recovery? What constitutes a bad recovery, a good recovery, a functional recovery, or a
nonfunctional recovery? What variables impact on recovery later?

DR. QUARANTELLI: When I said there is little done, [ meant in relation to the
emphasis on the emergency time period, the preparedness period. There have been
some studies done and two or three general statements can be made regarding the
findings. One is that disasters, not catastrophes, do not seem to change whatever
existing trends are in the community. You sometimes get a certain type of data that you
can sec a little blip at the time of the disaster and then goes back to whatever the trend
was - either up, dcwn, steady, and things of that kind. We found that civil disturbances
affected how police and fire departments reacted to civii disturbance. They learned
little from most disasters. They change very little and communities are the same way.

On the other hand, sometimes drastic changes do occur. There wera two cities
where urban rerzwal was a major topic of interest. A tornaau cut across Topeka,
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Kansas for about eight or ten miles and in one sense provided instant urban renewal,
and there was another city, where urban renewal was also an issue. In one of those
cities, the tornado led to massive reworking of the central business district and a variety
of other things, while in the other city it did not, though urban renewal was an issue. We
uestioned the difference between the two citizs. The difference is that some group
ecided to take advantzge of this opportunity. It is like a great deal in social life.
Opportunities may come into being, conditions may be ripe, but unless there is some
leadership, unless there is someone taking the bail and running with it, nothing is likely
to happen.
ppFor example, after a disaster hits a community, you get a lot of talk about better
planning. We have done studies at one, three, and up to five years after a disaster. In
almost all cases, there is very little change, but there have been some exceptions.
Indianapolis was a classic case in which the Red Cross decided that they had to do
something about this, so they made a major effort. They took the lead and they called
all the other organizations together and said, "Here are the risks and hazards in this
community. Why don't we plan for this?" They eventuaily brought about excellent dis-
aster planning in the Indianapolis metropolitan arsa because somebody took the
leadership, particularly when there are organizations that can become a political
football. You need someone to run with the ball and the Red Cross is 2 good one
because they are seen as neutral in the community.

CAPT BARTONE: Here is a concrete example from the Kimball experience. I
would like to get your reaction to this. There were lots of formal, ritualized memorial
services after the event extending up until the four month point and then they seemed to
stop. Early on, these services seemed to serve important symbolic functions along the
lines you were suggesting. Beyond a certain point in time, however, the feedback that
we got from the various individuals with whom we spoke was that they were not helpful
beyond roughly the two month point. The services did not seem to help and served as
disturbing reminders of something that at that point would have been better left behind.

DR. QUARANTELLI: I agree with you on this. It shows up in research efforts.
We learned through experience that if you go in right at the time of the disaster or right
after it, you frequently get a great deal of cooperation. However, if you go back when
people are trying to get back to normal, it is very difficult to get cocperation. There is a

oint in the middle when there is an attempt to restore. If a tornado hits a town on a
onday, we could go in there that Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday
and probably get excellent cooperation. We should not, however, %o balk after that
weekend. The weekend is used as a symbolic point. By Monday people are trying to get
back into a routine. It is much easier to operate in a ritualisuc manner in the early
stages. The rituals serve a purpose.

I once did a series papers with some colleagues on the handling of the dead. You
were talking earlier about some matters about human behavior. This has not been well
studied but there is some fascinating information here. For example, in all societies
around the world mass burial is very strongly objected to. In certain places, including
Italy and Iran, after the earthquakes the government attempted to impose mass burial
resulting in semi-riots in the street. This is very unusual anti-social behavior.

[ was at the Vihant Dam disaster in Italy talking to the Italian general in charge
of the operations. The Italian military was expending a great deal of effort. Two
thousand people had been killed in that dam disaster and the Italian military was
spending a great deal of time and effort in finding the bodies. I asked the general,
"Aren't you spending a great deal of time, effort and resources to dig cut bodies that you
are then going to bury again?" He replied, "We are under tremendous pressure to do so
because the relatives keep coming around.”
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I thought about it and then later, in a different context, looked at it in more
detail. We conducted intensive studies of people who handled bodies, including funeral
directors and people who find dead bodies. Apparently it is true in all societies that
there is a major effort made to transform bodies into people. For example, it is
remarkable the time, effort and resources that are spent on identifying bodies. In the
[talian dam disaster, some of the people involved said, "The remains we got here are not
identifiable but now we are down to the last handful so we can finally tell this family,
yes, that is so-and-so, these are the remains of your relative." They go off, not happy, but
they go off with it. It is an effort to identify and personalize the pKenomenon. e dead
are not let go of until they are identified.

In some coal mine disasters, this has gone on for years. The body has been
buried in the mine, and seven years later, th?' open up the mine and drag the remains
out to the extent they are still there, and spend a great deal of time, effort and resources,
identifying the bodies and giving them back to relatives. I remember Dover Air Force
Base's involvement after Jonestown. This was not a disaster, but a suicide by poisoning,
and yet they spent a great deal of time and effort identifying all of the bodies.

There seems to be something that strikes some very fundamental social
psychological idea that the living do not want to simply handle the dead as bodies. They
want to identify them. We have found that in terms of handling bodies, and this cuts
across all societies not because of planning but because there is a very elaborate almost
ritual worked out, that the bodies are handled very carefully. When they are put in
trucks, they are carefully laid out in the back. They are not just dumped there, but they
are covered and there is tremendous effort to get the right pieces together. Sometimes
bodies have been so mutilated and they are trying to find the arm or the leg and put it
together. There is something operative occurring. I am not guite certain what it is, but
there is for the people involved, something that they cannot explain, but it is just natural
to do. This is an explanation on the common sense level, not a theoretical explanation.

DR. KATZ: This is the individualistic tradition of the Judeo-Christian society.
DR. QUARANTELLI: No, it shows up in other societies, too.
DR. KATZ: Cross-culturally?

DR. QUARANTTLLI: Yes, for example, in Iran there was an earthquake that we
studied in 1965 or 1907. There are differences in, for example, the Mexico City
‘explosion in November of 1984. One of the reasons we wanted to study it was because it
involved mass burial. I did not go myself, but our team went and came back and
reported on the mass burial that took place, saying that there were no problems. Jane
Gray of the field team came up with an explanation based on what the people told her.
Whether it is valid or not I do not know. She said that all of the people who were killed
were basically rural migrants from Mexico City of the lower working class. The
government and a nvmber of organizations which were operative there did not pay
much attention to these pecple. Second, they are used to being ordered around by the
military, so when the explosion occurred, the bodiss were Fiterally pulverized in the
immediate area. It was only on an eight block area so in many cases there was not much
left there. There were no survivors in the area so if the explanation of the Red Cross
and some of the other people involved was that had this happened in a middle class
neighborhood, the government would not have engaged in a mass burial. They would
have objected. These peasants, however, were used to being shoved around oy the
government. ‘Jane said that there were probably other factors, so sometimes mass burial
does occur.
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DR. KATZ: I think the rule is that you identify what the people are. Enemies are
not considered to be real people and they are always mixed in.

COL HOLLOWAY: The Japanese in World War II had interesting burial habits
since there were two possible outcomes to being a Japanese soldier. You could die or
yon could return victorious. As someone has noted, they did not return victorious and as
a result, a lot of them died. Perhaps one of the most striking examples is the Burman
army which no one anticipated would come back. The way the continuity of this world
and that world was obtained was around this issue and that demonstrates another
culture managing the problem of bodies. Each person left behind hair that was cre-
mated at the time they died because their bodies were never recovered. So there was a
pre-arranged set of rituals within the Shinto that allowed a continuity of this world and
the other werld.

In Southeast Asia, a standard procedure was when the Pathet Lao in the area
where I was working kille%lpeople, they would go into a village and kill people, and they
would mutilate the body. Normally it would be a teacher and normaily tneir heart would
be cut cut. Tiie heart would be laid beside their body or cut to pieces beside their body
and that would now make a spirit and who would live in that village who would be
disturbing that village. One could then only operate not by burial but by the
management of the spirits which was another example of burial not working in a really
different culture. That was a Lao-Thai culture.

The same thing was true in Vietnam where spirits were already operated on by a
different basis when you killed. If one wanted to carry out terrorist activities then, what
you did to the body was absolutely critical to the overall process of inducing terror. Both
sides explicitly carried out ways of recovering, mutilating or destroying bodtes because of
that action. As far as both sides were concerned, this was simply a way of waging war.
Waging war does not express good intent toward the other. We take that as the first
example. This was a way of making war upon the various societal assumptions that the
other side was using. So these are a very complex set of relationships in which the
capacity to discuss what this world is and the continuity of this world with another kind
of life is an absolutely critical issue.

DR. QUARANTELLI: This handling of the dead seems to be a very fascinating
thing. It obviously deals with something fundamental. It is mind over matter. In the
disaster area there are only about five systematic siudies on this. We know very little
about it but I personally found that, being ghoulish, this was simply an interesting
phenomenon.

’

COL HOLLOWAY: Did you publish that paper?
DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, there are two papers published.
COL HOLLOWAY: A part of my paper is on that particular issue.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, I was looking for that in the literature. You
mentioned the Japanese; there are some fascinating articles about the American entry
into Manilla after they reconquered it. The Japanese fought, block by block, and when
it was over they sent the American military teams in to dig out the corpses. They
pointed out incredible problems because the people did not handle dead bodies very
well. They could not work the teams for a long period of time. People would simply
collapse, not from physical exhaustion, tut from psychological stress. This account is in

Military Medicine.
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COL HOLLOWAY: The anthropological sources hint about this. In Mary
Douglas' work, she discusses the overall problem of our continuity of how we relate to
one another, based in part on our avoiding the assumptions that we can be turned wrong
side out. Our external boundaries will remain external boundaries and when you start
dealing with boundaries, ycu literally deal with people who are turned wrong side out.
Certain assumptions you make about your own integrity and potential integrity are
reversed. The same thing happens when one takes care of burn people. Severely
burned people, who are literally fried, have their externals exposed. Another area
where you are almost in the body is if the person is still alive. These are very difficult
circumstances for us neuropsychologically.

DR. QUARANTELLI: The whole burn area is one where we may have a major
disaster in American society because forgetting about the psychological aspect, the burn
handling capacity of American hospitals is very limited. One major nightclub fire or one
major hotel fire would push it to its limits.

COL URSANO: The Jonestown event was looked at somewhat by David Jones
in Texas. He did a follow up of those people who handled the bodies. The most
interesting finding being that those who had the biggest problem were blacks. This is
what you might expect in terms of the identification with the bodies. We were very
interested in the events up at Dover and had many observations about it. One of the
strongest ones supports your picture of leaving there and thinking why are we spending
so rauch energy in identifying the individual bodies, a process which continued for
several months after the events and incurred enormous expenditures of resources.

DR. QUARANTELLI: Yes, we studied recoveries of the bodies in the Rapid City
flood and the Big Thompson flash flood. I did not do any of those field interviews
myself, but we interviewed the people who came back. We tried to foliow the process
from the search and rescue effort, to finding the bodies, to finding out who the body was
then turned over to. We were trying to find out what happened at each stage. In a
sense, we followed the body along. e thing that came out from our field researchers
was that these people were spending a great deal of time, effort and resources on this
and they are being very careful. It was the consistency of the reports that was striking.
One of our researchers talked about a ritual of death of how the bodies were actually
handled and carried. The interesting part about it was in two cases there had not been
any disaster planning for the handlir g of bodies. This was something that informally or
spontaneously emerged and in the two situations, they were the same. It would be
certain that in American society, they had not learned trom one another, but you could
again interchange the accounts of the care and the various kinds of things. They did,
and I remember the notion of getting all the pieces of the bodies together. This seemed
important to do and was followed by bringing in the relatives.

COL URSANO: There were very elaborate plans at Dover for identifying the
d:fferent pieces. Those who recovered the bodies and those in the mortuary also made
the same comment about that. If this crash had involved women or children, how much
more difficult would it have been for them?

LR. QUARANTELLI: ‘.he worst kind of disaster would involve mutilated
children. I would predict that most of the people workini in that situation would have
psychological probiems. It devastates people to handle children. The ore small plane
crash out in Colorado in the 1950's included body handling. There were about 20 bodies
including about six or seven small children. In the interviews, they were talking about
how-they handled the bodies. When they start talking about the children, they would
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simply break down and were unable to talk, just like the doctor [ mentioned in the Hyatt
walkway disaster.

COL HOLLOWAY: Part of gour thoughts about abnormal behavior is striking. 1
once triaged 14 children after 19 children set off a land mine. ‘We did not see five of
them because they were dead. We took care of the other 14 in the emergency room, all
in various stages of being blown to pieces. I was doing primary triage in the front of the
emergency room and I was struck by how businesslike it was. Until we got through it, we
hardly dealt with it. It was striking. The Korean children were all very quiet and were
not crying. Their parents were around them sobbing and doing various things. We were
triaging them as to who would be operated on first, second, and third. We had only
three operating rooms operating so obviously everybody could not be first. In that
circumstance, the question was of maintaining that boundary. We just got those kids
~perated on and at the time I remember looking into a kid's joint and into his abdomen
at the same time. Both were exposed and I was thinking that normally this would make
me sick. [ then continued triaging him.

DR. KATZ: But the ritual protects you.

COL HOLLOWAY: That is right. I was a triage officer. I was doing my triage
job. I was interacting with a surgeon saying I wanted him out of here right now, and he
went on operating.

DR QUARANTELLI: This is an example of playing your role. This is the point
that peaple do not abandon those roles.

COL HOLLOWAY: That is right.

DR. QUARANTELLI: This is more true the more responsible one feels. There is
a good account, and you may have read it, on one of the few physicians who survived
Hiroshima. He was in the hospital during the bombing. Of course, he did not know
what happened to his family or anything else of that kxm% He wrote in a diary and then
later wrote a book which has been translated into English. He worked in the hospital
for three days without stopi}ng. He talks about how obviously some tremendous
catastrophe had occurred. He did not know anything about his family, friends, or
relaiives, but he did not leave because people were coming in and he had to deal with
them. It was three days before he even began to explore the situation because he felt he
could not leave. An anecdotal account, but I think a true account.

COL URSANO: I want to thank you for coming and sharing your wealth of
information with us, and for putting it together so well. Thank you.
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RISK PERCEPTION

Mary Douglas, Ph.D.
24 April 1987

COL URSANO: We are very pleased to have with us Dr. Mary Douglas. Dr.
Dougias is originally from London and University College. She did her fieldwork in the
Congo and has most recently spent three years at Princeton. She has recently publiched
a book receiving quite excellent reviews which focused attention onr her work. Her first
work was entitled Pyrity and Danger. She continues her work in areas of anthropolegy
and the relationship of how cultures and communities assess, value, and view risk and
fears associated with their communities and cultures. We look forward to her
comments.

DR. DOUGLAS: Thank you very much and I thank Dr. Ursano very much for

this opportunity. I appreciate this chance to talk seriously about these fields which
interest me most. I also am aware of the difficulty in spanning disciplines. The first
thing I should say is that my fieldwork in the Belgian Congo is not just my fieldwork, but
my whole training. They need to be noticed particularly. Of all the dangers that
surround people living in a tropical area, and all the kinds of illnesses that the people
are prone to, they focus on certain ones which are not necessarily the most frequent. It
is hard for me to say which were, but I will present some exampies.

The people had three main areas of concern. First, they were very concerned
about being struck by lightning, There are tropical storms near the equator and people
do get struck by lightning. Second, they are very concerned about childbirth, including
all the reproductive disorders of pregnancy, barrenness, and sterility. Thirdly, they are
very concerned with couihing and with pulmonary complaints. You heard very little
about fevers, leprosy, or skin diseases. Most of the time, all of our rituals and preventive
medicine seemed to be particularly dedicated towards these latter areas. What was very
clear was that the native's three areas of concern were selected out from the other con-
cerns and noted with moral implications such that the apparatus of blaming and exoner-
ation were triggered when anybody went down with those troubles. I was confident that
the social selectivity of particular dangers and the ability to use those dangers in situa-
tions to exert social pressure on individuals was related. For example, if a woman com-
mitted adultery or even if she had not, any troubles in childbirth, which nearly always oc-
curred, were immediately associated with lack of fidelity on her part as well as on her
husband's part. The natives' were using the hardness of childbirth to reconstitute the
boundaries around the nuclear family or the polygynous family. In the latter case, a co-
wife would say, "My children are ill, my baby is about to die because my co-wife has been
running around the village, and you, my husband, should know this and stop her at
once.” Incest is assumed to be the cause of most of the skin diseases. This belief is very
widespread throughout the continent.

Lightning was not a common disaster, but it was a real one. It was attributed to
the malignancy of sorcerers. In order to understand this selection of dangers, you have
to get into the whole social structure and see where the weak points are in the authority
system, and in the system of achieving each other's ends. When I first wrote Purity and
Danger, more than 20 years ago, the book seemed to be a description of primitive
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taboos that did not apply to ourselves. That bothered me because part of the study was

to make their rules intel Iilglble and more rational.

Later, I went to New York and became a member of the Russell Sage Founda-
tion. Aaron Wildavsky, the President of the Foundation, said, "Is all you have done on
risk pertain to the tribe or does it also apply to us? Have you got nothing to say to
improve on Danie! Bell and others who are saying that you are young and very hostile to
dangers from technolegy, but that you must be more alert to the causes of this being a
cultural change? You must also explain the cultural change for which you have given no
explanation. If you are an anthropologist, you must have an explanation.” I replied that
I?id have a cultural explanation. I am not an American and therefore, I do not under-
stand the politics.

Later, he wanted me to join him in writing a book about risks. That meant that I
had to reconsider the background of where these changes in the cultural attitude come
from. That is what I want to give you, that is my self-introduction and explanation. I
hope to make less of a jump from your very specialized interest to my very specialized
interests.

One way of distinguishing between anthropology and psychology is to say that
anthropologists are more interested in interpersonal, activity and i treating the
cognizer, the person who is doing the perception, as the socialized being. Psychologists,
however, are trying to focus on the individual cognizer and it is largely intrapersonal
except when you do social psychology. Inputs and outputs to the system of cognition that
psychologists look at are inside the person. I was particularly struck by this atter reading
the papers that Dr. Ursano sent me about chemical warfare and the responses both of
the troops and of the citizens, along with the victims of the attackers to ditferent kinds of
weapons.

P I read this with horror and interest and saw that one of the elements that you
highlight in the papers is surprise, the feeling of helplessness under a new form of attack.
The surprise gives way to the reality creating a contlict of objectives. A soldier who has
been trained to be efficient may give up protection if protection conflicts with efficiency.
For example, he may tear away the eye shield in order to see better what he is doing.
There is also the horror of seeing victims mutilated and defaced. These I would call an
approach to individual responses.

If we try to get beyond the individual responses, and beyond the kind of old socio-
logical law which says some do and some do not, you have to get into the sociology of it.
The issues of what kind of social order you expect, whether or not it is especially
prevalent, and where is rumor least effective and uncontrolled in this conflict, are the
tasks at hand.

It will be a long trajectory before we get back, because when Aaron Wildavsky
asked me about risk, I set out to study the literature on the subject. My most recent
book is in fact a literature survey. It is not a literature survey of the work on risk percep-
tion. Itis a literature survey ot the work on social factors on risk perception, of which
ihere is practically no consistent theorizing about the social factors on that subject. I
found I was making a literature survey of a hole in the ground, that I was just tinding
small pieces of information. The work on risk acceptability or risk perception did not at-
tend to the social variables. This is partly because of the domination of the psycho-
metric %%proach which rules out social factors.

e sub{'ect of risk perception has been studied for nearly 20 years. Nineteen-
eighty-nine will mark 20 years since Chauncey Stall wrote in 1969 about risk accept-
ability. His theory stated that if the public would act rationally like engineers do, they
would take into account the normal background exposure to risks. They would separate
the risks voluntarily, such as horse riding, skiing, and jogging, etc. and then they would
not be so afraid. Stall's ideas were considered as if fear was something from beside
gpesellg and as if the rationality were something that identified the individual beside

imself.
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I do not think that I am underestimating the resuits of this research if I
summarize it under four headings. Human beings have such a strong sense of subject
and immunity that the price, particularly for high frequency accidents, has a great deal of
familiarity. Due to this, they discard information about risks in the home, which are very
high frequency, and on the road, which "happen to other people.” Secondly, there is a
narrow perception of the dangers attendant on risk which are voluntarily assumed, such
as horse riding which is very accident prone, and skiing. Thirdly, there are inadequate
precautions taken against nisk when insurance has been bought or if it is assumed that
there is the equivalent of assurance in the way of a bail out, as in the case of flood
protection insurance and quake disasters.

Lastly, very little attention is paid to low frequency risks. This comes out of
Herbert Simon's idea of bounded rationality which attempts to improve on the economic
model of the individual, rational being. He states that it is not rational on our part to
assume that the individual can do all of these complicated calculations or carry all this
information in their head. A rational being bounds off the area of concern and creates
thresholds within which decisions can be taken. Pﬂchol(ﬁists anu economists working
on this idea of rationality have inverted the judgment of value. They have also assumed
the loss of rationality by bounding the area of concern as if you should still be keeping

our eyes focused on all the dangerous possibilities which people most manifestly do not.
Most people would assume that it is highly rational to be selective in attention.

I would sum up the results of this empirical research by saving that the human in-
dividual is not as adverse to risk as the theory of cog: tion drawn from economics weuld
suppose that he is or she is. Humans are risk-takers and you might think they would
want to survive in many situations if thef' have not got ways of overlooking the risks
attendant on their decisions. Unfortunately, the bias of the psychological tradition that
am referring to puts this risk-taking down to a near-rational interference with cognitive
faculties, overlooking what ought not to be overlooked.

Secondly, it hopes to cure this irrational interference by education, which I think
is a faulty conclusion to this research. The wrong diagnosis points to the wrong solution.
Consequently, we have to read a huge amount of literature of reproach against ed-
ucation for not fostering the hopes that are being placed in post campaigns, educational
films, and mass railies warning people of what the dangers are. The big surprise for the
theory and practice starting point was the interest of the general public in very high con-
sequence but very low frequency risks for nuclear and toxic wastes, and fears from low
level radiation.

" An interest was developed in the 1960's and 1970's in the risks which the research
shows are not characteristic of our behavior as individuals. Suddenly, we are discovered
to be risk taking animals. Tests applied to our personal life expose us as risk taking. We
are also suddenly shown to be extremely risk adverse to certain things. Both reactions,
the risk taking and the risk hating, are quite out of line with the psycholog™ 's' results and
the risk analysts' estimates of what is rational and ought to be rational behavior.

Something is wrong with the model of the individual cognizer, with the individual
rational agent. I think what is wrong with it is the result of the desire for objective rep-
licable testing. You are probably familiar with R. Frederick Bartlett who vrote on
memory and perception. In the 1920's, 1930's, and 1940's, in Cambridge, England, he
embarked on a career of testing perception and showing the individual organizing input
into perceptions. His object when he started out was to try to discover the social con-
ventions that guided perception, but he created methods which would rule out the pos-
sibility of ever finding the social conventions. In other words, he separated the indiv-
idual subject under test conditions from his own socially varied background.

There is a time now for a new model of cognition, a more fundamental attack on
the problem than just sharpening and tidying up. This needs to be rethought. In doing
so, I am impressed with the relationship between disciplines, and how they reverse them-
selves over time. The work of Lola Lopez, a psychologist in Wisconsin who is studying
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the basis of the economic models in psychology in the 19th century, discusses assump-
tions about risk perception. The economists seem to have provided the psychologists
with a sort of borrowing. This now seems to have turned around. To some extent the
psvchologists are now borrowing from the economists their model of the individual
rat;onal agent. This having probably occurred by a lack of accord .0 a fundamental
rethinking.

Thge ecoilomists are certainly reacting to the model of the isolated culture-free in-
dividual who is motivated only by self-regarding preferences. This individual in
econornics is motivated. This individual has uz..n designed to explain the operation of
the buyers and sellers in the market. The model taken away from the market context
with consideration of the i -dividual in isolation goes to pieces. This is because the indiv-
idual is meaningless except in some context of interactions. If the psychologists are
using the mode! that is popular in economics but not using the markei structure, thev
have to insert another kind of social structure in that type of syste.1.

When the economists worry about the limitations of their theory, altruism or any
cther regarding motives, and they attempt an additive approach, they try to add quant-
ities to the individuals, and add commitment, as well as self-regarding interests. There is
no use adding things to your model of the individual if you are not, at the same time,
working on your model of the interactions your individual is supposed to be having with
others.

The other regarding contexts are political, social, and moral. I hope that the oro-
posal that I am making to the economists will also be helpful to the psychologists. It is
not a sudden move for me. In 1970, I wrote a book cailed Natural Symbols in which I
tried to explain the differences in primitive religions. A word or two here might help
you to see where I am coming from and then follow where I am going. As an anthro-
Bologist in central Africa, I have been working to understand people who are obsessed

y the fear that their neighbor was attacking them by secret means through witchcraft or

sorcery. My colleagues working on the west coast of Africa, where there were great
kingdoms and chieftains, were talking continuously about ancestor worshiE as a great
moral regulator. Ancestor worship did not work in our area. A ihird type which we now
recognize as being more evident in pre-colonial times because the colonial system
stopped it, is a kind of a heroic culture 1n which the universe is full of magical powers. It
is only the most moral and strong person, the boldest and cleverest, that can grab these
paths for themselves.
, Those are the three totaily different kinds of cosmolsgies which are clearly being
operated in three totally different kinds of social systems. Only one of them could be
borrowed or used essentially in the other kinds of social system. The challenge that [
have seen as necessary for cultural anthropology is to try to get a statement ot the rel-
ation between the cosmology a d the society such that it can operate or does operate
with one kind of fear drawn from another kind of fear where the focus is always upon
fear rather than upon benefit. The practical research reasons are of three kinds. I am
selling you a typology of three ki . It works to explain differences in religion, it works
to explain pol:tical differences, and it works to explain risk. I will now try to justify it, or
at least to get you sufficiently interested in this as a field of inquiry that you need to be
in so that you can improve on it and make it right for yourselves. ,

We have to rewrite the individual now with other regarding qualities. The
appropriate other regarding qualities we will call accountability. The human individual,
since he is interacting with others, expects himself to be held accountable. This
individual also passes praise and blame onto the accountability performance of others.
That is the first rewrite of the individual class’ intelligence and self-interest.

There are four assumotions. The first one is that any kind of connective action
that is achieved, any kind of solidarity that gets built up to surprise you, is a very diffi-
cult, otiose form of order. This form of order is more amazing than any kind of disorder,
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such that a flux would be more normal order, and stability would be easily explained.
That social bondage is fragile is the first assumption.

The second one is that rational individuals can scrutinize their social arrange-
ments publicly. They taik to each other atout them. They monitor one another and
debate about how we should iive *ngether, what our relationships are like, what sort of
relationships should be public, how {cng will they last, how long should they last, and
how extensive they are.

The third assumption is that there is only a.limited number of social forms. This
is crucial for the heuristic device to do the analysis. You must make this assumption,
otherwise, you are caught by the humanist who does not want you to do any analysis but
who says that human interaction may very well be variable. So is nature, but if you want
to do some analysis, vou also have to ask yourself what the first kind of major headings
are that could be used to start with to begin the explanation and theorizing. By viable, |
mean not just referring to the abilitv of that social form to resist flood, earthquake, and
pestilence, etc. which can destroy any kind of social life, but particular dangers arising
out of the culture. If there is a collapse of the normative debates, because ot the way it
is being set up, then that kind of culture will not be culturally viable. I am looking and
listening for people monitoring each other in a way that will produce a sufficiently
consistent am? stable form of organization, given other conditions. I am looking for the
pressures they are putting on each other for consistency. This is what you hear at any
town meeting, any tennis club, any parent-teachers association, from anybody who gets
up and says it is being done wrong. Individuals have got to be not only consistent with
what they said yesterday, and with what they are saying today, but also with what they
are saying and doing consistent with the group. We want to know what the group
accepts as feasible or not feasible. This is the normative debate which involves social
interactions and which requires consistency at several different levels. I believe that
there are only three in that [ have already dealt with flux and change as more normal
than stability.

Now I am ready to go for my typology of cultural forms. Under those three as-
sumptions, I will put up this slide which all ot us use. There are about six units breaking
on this kind of approach to cultural analysis and this is our school. The horizontal axis is
an indication ot their encouraging type of measure amounting to a series of group
associations. Much of a person’s life is involved in a strongly bonded group. From the
interior, we are assuming that they are not going to count the kind of groupings that are
there. It is for persons in very many groups. They were not exactly in what was the pres-
sure point. If a gerson has put his whole life into a commune or a monastery, then he is
absolutely held by the group. Itis a very important dimension. The other one is con-
cerned with regulation. An individual wishes to converse. Negotiation is submitted to
the individual that will place the restraints on the individual for choosing and for
options.

P As results of those two dimensions, we have four extreme positions which at the
top right is the hierarchy and at the bottom right is the situation of a very strong group.
This is a group which is clearly bounded but has not got, by definition, clear discrim-
inated roles between members. The bottom left is the individual who is in an environ-
ment of other individuals all negotiating everything with the other. Thc top left are
those people who are in outside groups, but are somehow constrained. These groups are
constrained either voluntarily, or are more likely constrained by the part that society has
made up. The open network is the model of the market system. It is also a model of any
kind of compensatory, what we call a big man system. This is any kind of individualistic
cor.ipetitive system with a lot in common in the cosmology, whether it is to do it through
the market and trading, or whether to do it through fighting and fiscal competition, it
shows up there. Ireally only have three types. A fourth type is one which is constrained
by its bein% excluded from the group or being pushed out of the proper market
interaction by the efforts of the market itself. I will talk about those four types, two
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types really. The family life would be quite different in each of these. I started out with
political symbols following the work of Dr. Berstein on families and education. At this
point, when I am talking about risks, I will try to give you a general jump.

QUESTION: There are two dimensions you had up there. What are ihe other
directions?

DR. DOUGLAS: The upright dimension we call grid. [ wish I could think of a
better word, but we simply call it grid. It is the dimension of other constraints, the
dimension of control, or the way to control. The group is not completely independent
because we would be the form of control. Most of the work that I have been doing has
been the exploration of the properties of this diagram and answering questions about
how it happens. It fits well to kinds of social organizations and kinds of culture
belonging to them.

[ was struck with the bottom right, which is peer group, based on bonding insiders
against outsiders. That is the group boundary. The second one, the base of the market
at the bottom left, is the exchange, the bonding of individuals with each other for indiv-
idual transactions. The third one at the top right, is up-down, dive-up hierarchical
bonding. My ultimate would be the inclusion of exchange and hierarchy. These are in-
compatible or quite distinctive logical operations so that an organization built on any
one of these types is unique, unable to use justifications in the other types. This is im-
portant because so much rhetoric goes over the edges of all social types. We are picking
on the cultural rhetoric that only they would produce in one type or another. Each type
is legitimated on a different logical base.

Now [ have to introduce another point. If I was looking for legitimation which I
look at from the cultural side of the type of society, I would be naive if I thought consis-
tency of the logic was enough to hold a system stable. I am not really convinced of the
instability of social types. Consequently, in each case, I look for other self-sustaining
chains of events that are unintentionally set off or intentionally help to sustain such a
system. Thus, I am looking for functions in the system, a reason for calling us in the
rhetoric. i

I first start with the bottom right. It is pointed on the social problems.. It is
pointed on the problem of a social group that wants to do something together but at
-shich the section is too easy. Any member can get away and it is in the individual's best
interest not to stay if any kind of impositions or %urdens are Yut upon him by the others.
The threat of defection covers this person's model. The preblem for everybody is how to
persuade the others to stay in. One of the solutions which is very common in religicus
communities is to make them sign a contract of community relations. Once they have
done that, they have stopped the exit because the exit costs are high. Once a community
does that, a religious community that makes individuals sign over all their possessions
and get no pay for their work, then they generally solve all their other organizational
grob ems by organizing a hierarchy. Social effects are not running in this section at all
h;causi they have taken that solution to the problem of defectors. They move up into a

ierarchy.

e second solution is that you might sign a contract of all your goods to the
community if you cannot answer truthfully to yourself how long you need to stay there.
If you really need to stay there forever, you might do it. For lots of reasons, individuals
band together and do not particularly intend to stay there forever. The other solution
would be to institute trade. Then that community would move out of that corner of the
diagram and move towards the market in the bottom left. It is the price; trade is the
necessary thing. They have to accommodate that green tree life to the continual certain
defection of individual members which will frustrate their techs and codes alike. Then,
only certain options are open to them.

42



The charges that they have to answer are charges of unfairness. Anybody who
threatens to go %xis own way, because so and so is taking the advantage or running to
please himself, is unfair and would gn out with a fair deal. The solution that is already
gotten for that one is to demonstrate fairness by creating an equality in which we are all
equal. Once you create that mood, you set yourself down and apart. That action can
stabilize a community, while at the same time, this community is having great difficulties
anyway.

i y'I'he roblems which that community runs into from that road are tremendous.
Consequently, top psychologists and the individuals of that community are terribly un-
shielded from envy. They are exposed because there are no reasons for thoce separ-
ations among them. The community also exposes itself to weak leadership. It cannot
have strong leadership because it cannot impose authority. It has to accept weak leader-
ship and decisions. e further adaptation of the community to that is to accuse one
another. You cannot punish one another if you have not got the authority to define the
faults and crimes or to agree upon them. They have to live with amb;Fuity, but they do
find themselves able to band together to accuse one another of betrayal. They also solve
their organizational problems whicii are such dependers by expulsions and beatings.
This one, which is the one that interested me before, because it is least studied. for
obvious reasons, is the central African model of the witchcraft accusing the witch. The
description fits it and the analysis. The result of this debate going on inside this
community concerns the question of who is a true hearted insider? Who is really
committed? Who is having dealings with the outside? Who is tryin§ to defect? The
trouble is the definition of the insiders. This tends to be a religious form to get to re-
elect the good, the saved inside. The outsiders go into this evil which further helps to
draw the boundary between the insiders and the outsiders. It also helps to make the
threat of defection more culpable than it was before because who would want to leave
the good here in order to join the evil outside? - There must be a rock in the heart, not
in the head. :

'That one form has a body completely different from the next one because it talks
about the exchange type, the economic form of the religious. There they find a different
problem, not the problem of defectors, but the problem of how we can explain the
diversity of resources, and how we can allow ourselves to exchange. This exchange does
aot happen by itself because we have a lot of guarantees and trust. The market does not
tﬁnd to be a self-fulfilling and self-sustaining system. It does indeed look forward to
that. :

One question involves how to keep a market from degenerating into a monopoly
once a successful trader has a logic and a family. That is the normative debate that
sustains market theory. The people had to pool themselves and protect private property,
access to the market, and guarantees for contract. They also had to create trust for
credit. This system is founded on the contradiction just as the other debate is founded
on ambiguity. Of all of the differences of debating, this one is founded on the total
contradiction between the principle of private property and the principle of free access
to the market. The property right gives certain trades and bondages which in effect
exclude any undue construction or constructive tendencies in the market. This comes
frogx the fact that it generates whole classes of derelicts, people who are not able to
trade. '

This system is quite untroubled by the trips of free riders. It is a regime of
private property. It is not at all troubled by defectors unless they are absconding with
the other people who have not paid their debts in which case the debate has got rules for
handling that. It does not work on any kind of exclusiveness for maintaining this system.
On the contrary, we have watched this plan and feel it is as correct as possible. It does
need some kind of reinforcement for the basic self to be protected.

It would never last against the accumulated wealth of a successful trader unless it
has redistributed institutions. That is why you get the display of conspicuous con-
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sumption which everyone thought was characteristic of model industrial society. It is not
especially characteristic Jf us It is a psychological characteristic, a response to the
public at large. It is a way of redisiributing. It maintains open access. You find it in the
very experienced economies. They are forcing the institution all the time. So that is the
second one.

The third one is the hierarchy. The design is quite a differeat problem. The
problem is how to get a clear command, how to gft to a decision maker. Obviously, you
are not gcing to get it in the other two. It depends on the formal consent of the less priv-
ileged, unlike the market. It depends on the formal consent, not just on the de tacto
submission, so that there are many reasons why the dealers should be in a position of
leadership. That is why it tends 10 break the liberal consensus to say that some human
beings are more fit for leadership than others. It falls into this logical trap. This scares
me. 1t really depends on what is survival on a mutuality of confrontation in the rhetoric
of hierarchies. The chiefs or the leaders are described as public servants. They are at
the top, but they are really at the bottom. This top and bottom crossfire is characteristic
of the hierarchical structure if it is going to succeed. Reinforcement is very easy. The
accumulation of wealth in there is easily drawn up. That gives it the wherewithal for the
kinds of redistribution which indicate that this is public property and this is redistributed
largesse. That is my description of the two types of societies and the reasons why they
have been formed.

QUESTION: What do you do with the fourth model?

DR. DOUGLAS: They are the ones who are always there when there is a
hierarchy and a market. They are appealed by the competitive cultural debate. They
have been recruited as voters in a political system. I did not do very much with this
Eam'cular community. I have written quite often about what the other people do with it

ecause one of my colleagues has created an interlogical model for this. These models
are forms of life and they are repeating with one another in an equal system and using
one another. They back upon one another. In many situations they need support of
numbers so that this fourth group is not necessarily affiliated and does not have many
options. They are in a bad and extremely weak position. It would be better to put
themselves together down at the bottom nght. That is the dynamics of it. Are there
more questions before we get through?

QUESTION: What are the dominant organizational structures of society in your
view? The reason I ask is if one could consider any individual actor who is deeply in-
volved, where would he be placed in the organization?

DR. DOUGLAS: You are asking a question which looks quite innocent but is
very subversive about home enterprise. It concerns how much homogeneity I expect
from that person. If we are moving from one situation to another, any selection would
become gart of a hierarchy in the morning and a market man in the afternoon. Do they
go back home and become an updated person? This is a difficult question. I have put
all my money towards keeping two things in place. One is that the individual is very
pliable, but not as between morning and afternoon. I am supposing that the individual is
choosing the action of the conflict in which it is operating. I am trying to keep open all
the psychological possibilities as not to preempt any psychological theory. The position
of an individual is an assumption there.

The heterogeneity ot an individual at this point is not assumed. [ have that, or I
do not have a cultural system. [ usually have the individual without a right to his life at
any particular point in time. I need to have each system divided into certain kinds of
rewards and penalties for the individual who shifts from one system to another. It seems
necessary to assume that playing God in one way, they can hear themselves saying how
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light is light, what it is to be a person, and where the rewards are. This would make it
difficult for the individual to switch from home iife to work life. I am quite sure that
there is a high degree of homogeneity in the personal construction of their universe.
Where there is implementation, there is persistent limitation in theory. If you are an
individualist and are working as a shark in a sea of sharks in your office, you come home
and you rely on your home also to be a sea of sharks. When you work, you work. You
would choose a wife to organize your kids to be very upgraded and to perform in the
dominant area of your life. That is to be investigated, but I would literally give up the
idea of appreciatory homogeneity.

QUESTION: What you are talking about then is the dominant cultural pattern.
DR. DOUGLAS: Yes, that is what I am getting at. |

QUEST1ON: The simpler processes of group affiliation seem important because
once one is aware of what has happened in these other examples, one might discern a
process called another mark-et network, then tne roles which they play at different times
are a major cultural pattern.

DR. DOUGLAS: Let me not concede that. Let me not agree with you. Let us
get into a West African situation like the individual in the history-like element where
they are model. The people there have been fishermen and traders from way back.
They had large organizations but these traders also have an age sectored peer organ-
ization. They do not organize it the way I have theorized. They have a peer organ-
ization if they are dominated by an individualistic culture. This peer organization has in-
dividualistic matches of type. The work in the organization cannot be carried forward in
this raatter. It is solely consuming. I would assume that it would be very individualistic.

QUESTION: You were mentioning the homogeneity of the individual. Could
you say more about that? ,

DR. DOUGLAS: This is what the normative phase is about. During this phase,
individuals hold each other accountable in the market system. If an individual cannot
pay his debts they have to be punished. The shame is gersonal. It is not actual
punishment or the will to punish, or the need to punish. In the hierarchical system,
where there is a place for everybody, a demotion is punishment. The normative debate
is about whether we must win on the justification or not. The pressured way of an-
swering g'our question is to relate to your issues and where we started. The main point is
how to deal with the interest in this with risks, or with disaster. The normative debate is
partly focused on these critical issues, but it has direct answers to real problems of older
people in a social structure. An illness or an accident is very common in older people.

Let us get back to the question about companions, rumor, perception related
issues, and the conflict between safety and task, the protective device. I have some
morals coming out of this which I only thought up for this occasion, although I have got
many others. This is a research focus that can be cited for different aspects. Take the
hierarchical structure, that is at the top right, and refer to the wark of Steven Hatwell on
rumors in wartime, and on the community's life's work. This work showed that where
people were organized in strong compartmental grids, information travelled within and
across compartments, and also across to other fields. There were people who became
treated as, and who accepied the role of the accredited information process between
such compartments.

These people took a pride in not passing on false rumors. The social structure it-
self then became a very tight system of scrutiny. It could never pass a rumor without it
having three elements to take on and to focus on. A rumor could be, for example, that
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we are going home for Christmas. You had to say the authorities say that we are going
home for Christmas and that the authorities are coming today. The rumor needs a two
or three part structure to have credibility. You had to say who you got it from so that
you have to have some authority for it. On that basis, the people listening to the mmors
would give them credibility or not. This piece of the se¢ ot criteria showed us that it has
got a very high degree of accuracv about whether the Germans were at the door or not.

Continuing frem that, there is rumor control. There is also reason to think that
hierarchical structures compartmentalize that because there is panic in an open
structure, possibly because it cannot control information. It is at the bottom left in the
individualistic area and the network area. We do not have the authority and control
over that information and they do not have structured behavior. Like a stock market,
they are very panic prone. I would predict that would be the case.

Concerning safety protection rules, Steven Rainer, who uses this model, has done
some work on low level radiation exposure. He investigated clothing, protection and ex-
posure time. His argument is that when you have an individual in the situation where
the work force is organizing an individual competitive system that emphasizes self-reli-
ance and a kind of macho pride, the protection modes are partly disregarded. They are
partly macho actions of others. This reminds me of the case concerning gas warfare in
which the seoldier in the trenches during the First World War continues without stopping
to put his mask on. He went on at his task until he finally died. This is the macho
situation.

You asked me about the top left hand corner on the diagram. I really do not
know what else say about it. I think those people are out there in any particular sit-
uation. They would have a very difficult, but relatively successful experience because it
is not working on them in a regular, predictive way.

The hierarchies to survive would like you to remove the eyepiece from the gas
masks. The conflict arises between work first and safety first. The individual has got to
do his job and he expresses himself under limited conditions. He is also the one who
coatrols rumor. The kind of moral control and moral monitorinf of the hierarchy places
ﬁood emphasis on sacrificing the individual for the whole. It would seem that the

ierarchies might be the ones who could do the sacrifice and be calm, handling that
because of the individual experience.

The member of the peer group or sect, in the bottom right, is the person who is
the whole environment which would be anger prone and who would be easily motivated
by anger against outsiders. They would also be novel to panic and the victim of rumor
because of the lack of a structure for controlling information.

This is where I will stop and have you bring it back to your concerns.

COL HOLLOWAY: In your example, you have this chap who is running away,
having been exposed to chemical agents. I would like to choose another example and
have you discuss that. You have a team working in an area of heavy bombardment.
This area also has high levels of infection from malaria and black water fever. In this
case, it is not a man but a hearse. The hearses go into the area bringing patients out,
locating them, and treating them until they rot fundamentally of their own malaria
because, unfortunately, malaria is resistant to chemical warfare agents. My
interpretation of the that, when I saw what happened, was that this was a hierarchical
organization which was performing a hierarchical job. Activity continued in that
hierarchy with certain external commitments and certainly profit was not onc of the
commitments. I did not see very much macho about it in that sense. How would you
deal with that example in the context of the other examples which you chose, dealing
with the cornstant macho.
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DR. DOUGLAS: This exercise depends on finding out which questions we need
to argue about. I cannot deal with it as an individual issue. This method doss not play
that kind of tune in terms of how they were organized.

COL HOLLOWAY: The unit was organized as a research unit with an overall
deparimental chairman, and a research director, a person who did malarial slides, and a
set of two to three public health nurses who went into the community continuously.
These nurses and the man who ran the slides became malarious but continued to work
until they dropped.

DR DOUGLAS: We need to know how long they were together.

COL HOLLOWAY: The overall length of time for this particular project was
approximately two years. The overall time they were lumped together in terms of long
term working was a period of approximately four years.

DR DOUGLAS: And they had been together three years before?

COL HOLLOWAY: When the events we are talking about occurred there were
approximately four and a half months since it started from time zero. The time the
malaria was transmitted to the time the project ended was about four months.

DR. DOUGLAS: So they had been working only a very short time together.
COL HOLLOWAY: They were working until they got sick.

DR. DOUGLAS: And they had to go into the community?

COL HOLLOWAY: - That is where the people who were sick were.

DR. DOUGLAS: And what we.e their relationships to the people? Where is the
test case if you have got all that information and a comparison? You have to allocate
them with some other people and not threaten them with the grave.

COL HOLLOWAY: My question compares it to the chap standing in the trench
in which the overall assumption was that he was macho rather than operating as a part
of a hierarchical group. That comparison and the fact that I was raising my question was
to question the readiness to interpret his behavior as macho.

DR. DOUGLAS: I am very happy that you have perceived that because I see it to
enter some of your work. I do not know whether it was macho or not. The information
is totally lacking in the material that I was reading to do any interpretation of this kind.
It would be important to explain what the conditions are for this kind of analysis. It
would also be valuable to study another malarial team to which some va-iation in the
organization was present.

COL HOLLOWAY: The example concerning the malarial team could be ex-
panded in many ways. Let me take it back to the example of gas warfare.

DR. DOUGLAS: I am glad you are taking it back in that sense. I have a fairly
easy case to defend which is that those in any research that I know of have a real need
for this kind of analysis to be done. It has to be dore for now so I am in the negative
position of running down any examples concerning the control and the organization.
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COL HOLLOWAY: Tell me the research design you would like me to follow.
What are the parameters?

DR. DOUGLAS: That is exactly what I was doing. It would be quite wrong to
prepare the soldier to hear nothing about that soldier in the trenches.

COL HOLLOWAY: In the illustration we have discussed, there is a certain prox-
imate situation. Whether or not the demands of that situation in terms of preservation
of this group, for example, are so great that the sacrifice of his own life, but not on the
part of the group, was absolutely necessary to achieve another end is unclear. It is unfair
unless one knows in each case the context and ‘ne set of events that are being responded
to. I would like to switch back to the theoreticai issue.

DR. DOUGLAS: Would you mind leaving your examgle if we come back to it?

COL HOLLOWAY: That is the whole question of attribution of laymen in terms
of groui) structure. You made a remark that in hierarchical groups the toF of the hier-
archy blames the bottom and the bottom blames the toF. I wish you could do this for
each of the group types. You are defining American culture right now in terms of hier-
archical structure. enever the mysterious happens, we need to know what it is. The
immediate tendency of the American public is to blame the highest level of gnvernmeni
possible. That is the top of the hierarchy. I wonder what the system of blame and
attribution is and how this then operates to organize and analyze.

DR. DOUGLAS: 1 feel uncomfortable dealing with the whole of America.
Coming from England, I do find such striking differences in the attribution.

COMMENT: I am making the observation that, unlike Oscar Wilde, I have often

felt we are two diametrically «:/fferent cultures diluted into thinking we are linked by our
common language.

DR. DOUGLAS: I thougk:- he thought that.
COMMENT: No, he said we were divided by a common language.

DR. DOUGLAS: Yes, I agree. When I tirst got here, two years égo, I met some-
body who had been in New York for six years. He said, "I really like it now, but it gets
very strange, it gets stranger the longer you stay."

COMMENT: That is exactly the way we feel.

DR. DOUGLAS: There are diffrence between cultures. Things are much more
adversarial and in that sense, are much more litigious. We have seen that escalating in
the last ten years. I would look for the difference in the cousistency between the
different laws. [ would look at the legal allegiances and the pressures which are to
change. All systems are under pressure to change and some pressures get essentially
pushed farther in the direction they are already moving and are not pushed in the other
way. Discussing an example of litigiousness means that the American system is both far
more sectariar 1n the bottom right and far more market oriented in spite of its corporate
industrial structures. The people show it by talking about the question of
homogeneousness of these individual persons. You get the cleanest example in the way
the shops or the big stores are organized to expect you not to pass checks. In fact, it
takes longer to pay by check here. There is far more mistrust and playing back upon you
than at home. We put up with things that you would never put up with.
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I have to give some more examples of blaming and contro: because it is
important for medicine. It is important to the AIDS discussion at the moment and the
moral issues being brought in. I would call Risk in_Culture the book that Aaron
Wildavskf' and I wrote, a result of his pressure on my trying to think about the modern
society. It started from the fact that our risks are infinite. The number of dangers that
we are confronted with is unspeakable. We select the dangers that we pay attention to.
We then notice that different individuals among us select different things because some
people are overwhelmingly worried about them. This does not have much to do with
what the risk analysts say are tae most dangerous. Some people are much more worried
about the risk of building up armaments than they are v-orried about the bad chemistry
that might lead to war on the war front. Others are more worried about economic
disasters and unemployment than they are about warfare, even in this country where you
have so much.

Technology and the dangers of technology are another worry again. We find that
the people who worry about one lot are prepared to worry about others. I think that the
insight that Chauncey Starr had when he wrote about risk perception in 1969 was that
we cannot blame people for risks that we have voluntarily assumed, but we do blame
them. Also, we are much more aware of risks where we do blame them. He did not say
that we would be more aware of risks because we have been blamed, but I would say
that. In this country, the extent of blame and the possibilities of bringing individuals to
book for our malfeasance is expanding all the time so that we are much more sur-
rounded with some recognized interest in other countries.

You asked me to define the different parts of this diagram. In the book I wrote
with Aaron Wildavsky, we were particularly concerned to understand the dreaming that
was focusing on the technological dangers. That was the initial question and we
associated this kind of thing with the bottom right hand corner, the grouping of people
up and with the grouping of peoFle in the sectarian or peer group sector. The way I
would describe that now is slightly different. Let us go back to my description of how
the peer group was formed, and why it would be formed. The peer group structure,
given the tremendous difficulties of organizing life on that basis as compared with the
market system, or as compared with the hierarchy, is far less prone to difficult ambiguity
and lack of decision making.

The question I would now ask is why people would ever organize themselves like
that. This is a group which is organized this particular way because it has to deal with
protection problems. To separate the question more fundamentally, why would anybody
ever organize on such a difficult form? It is because they have adopted goals which are
not going to get the support of the larger community. There is a true sense in which the
other forms of organization car muster consensus in a less positive state to aid that or-
ganization so that the market could not exist if we did not have a sustaining contract at
all the points of the hierarchy.

) e hierarchy cannot exist. The state protects the laws. The system only protects
the market. We literally choose an issue which is important, which there is no case for,
and which has not been given sufficient consideration in the main stream morality. The
first part of the state will not support the direct resources towards your objective.
Automatically, you are in the situa‘ion of a group that has not got coercive power. It has
not got rewards and it cannot dirzct itself towards the subject. Then it is faced with this
situation of defection and it would have to organize itself. It tends to organize itself
against any outsider. That was what that book was about. The actual hatred of modern
civilization and of the industrial military machine seems to ask to follow from the
conditions of that organization.

COMMENT: [ am wondering about this question of perception of risk, partic-

ularly that which we do not look at as a risk, how we sort that out, and how that was in-
fluenced in the actual decision making situation. In one sense, there is a key for making
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the assumption that the perception of risks influences the decision-making. The inter-
mediate aspect of playing the role is the position of the small meaningful social group.
The completion that plays the role in that moment with an immediate kind of decision
has to be made. When people are making an immediate decision under stress, we like
to believe that the rationality for decisions is evident in the cosmology. Bug, very often
short term decision making i1s depenaent on a narrowing of any long term risk and of a
very immediate perception and immediate situation. We have to ask what it means in
the society that allows for a different kind of focus. It is that kind of translation that we
want to think about.

DR. DOUGLAS: I am not sure that there is a question or a statement that I fully
agree with hers.

QUESTION: My question concerns the translation of the perceived risks, which
are vague in a society, and how the society operates with a particular given situation
such as malaria or gas in World War I. The latter was very difterent from the possibilitg
of malaria because of the known aspects of its results and the terror which played suc
an extraordinary role when gas was irst introduced. My question concerns the trans-
lation of long term, global risks versus the immediate situation of decision making.

DR. DOUGLAS: Do you mean inverse translation, or transiation of an
immediate meaxzs of risk?

COMMENT: 1 an referring to translation of our thinking in terms of the
interconnecting.

DR. DOUGLAS: I would like to get back to that perception idea.

QUESTION: Let us take the example that gas warfare occurs, or that we have
another Bhopal, which is another way of gassing people. That event occurs, and the
people are confronted. Could you speculate within the context of your typology and
analyze what some of the results would be within these various contexts ot the group
organizations? What would happen? What is the diiference betweer a Bhopal and a
Pittsburgh, or a West Virginia?

DR. DOUGLAS: I would not wish to make this kind of basic research on new un-
stable situations. I would like to concentrate on stable situations first. I would like to
restate your question about research design. I feel that we are getting into the situation
of empirical surprises without having decided what our thoughts are concerning what
that kind of organization is and what we could expect from it, making sure that we have
not put in any surprises for ourselves.

QUESTION: It seems to me that the most unusual situation, with regard to dis-
aster, is surprise. If we are going to carry out a research design, the design created in
time of non-surprise, we prepare ourselves to deal with the acute emergency situation.
This country accents the improbability of war, but yet every 3.7 years within the last
¢~ tury we have deployed fundamentaily into a war. It is not an infrequent occurrence.
Tuis whole set of events is treated as infrequent, terrible happenings. Earthquakes
happen, fires happen, and accidents happen. %iven that as a stable condition, could you
apply that research to the design question?

DR. DOUGLAS: Could I take the question up two levels first? At one level,

given this stable kind of society which cannot handle surprises, everything that happens
gets placed in slots. This includes blame slots. Whatever new kind of crime anyone
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commits can still be associated with the blame slot. This slot is identified with crimes as
well as illnesses. It is anticipated in some way because we know who will be responsible
or who will be held responsible. That is my approach. It is a very cynical approach and
does not take account officially of every attitude which you are interested in. I would
like to tell you about some research concerning surprise done by an anthropologist and
some business people. The surprise game is commanded like an ecologist interested in
crop observations and ecological responses to sudden changes and surprises. This is the
framework of analysis for making predictions about how people are going to be
surprised.

P What we have found since we started this game is that the expectations about the
universe, about whether nature is going to be very resilient and generous, or whether
nature is going to be unforgiving and harsh are not unconnected with the social struc-
ture. On the contrary, the social structurc that [ was providing includes in itself the pos-
itive implications about blaming and who is responsible, alonﬁ with whole sets of expec-
tations about nature. Four models of nature were set up which correspond to the people
who are living in these four corners. Nature is forgiving and resources will always come
forward to fulfill human needs. We just must not push them too far. Nature has got the

ower of restoring her bounds. Contrasting that with the other view, it then comes out
1n the bottom left hand corner, which is the true bottom corner.

Nature is very fragile and in very short supply. Itis liable to die on us if we are
not careful. Given those two views and those two kinds of social structure, the surprise
holders are the people who are in that situation and who are making their bzts for their
investments. According to the assumptions about nature, these people live in a world in
which other people are making other assumptions about nature. They are liable to get a
surprise because they think that the investments should be extremely cautious and that it
would be disastrous to make wild bets. The people in the other corner, or the right hand
corner who have a confidence in over-resilient nature are actually doing very w. 1l with
their world investments and they are much higher on risk taking. That is the surprise
game. You play it out by allowing for the percentage return on investments that you are
actually getting, what their expectations are, and what would happen. That is one way of
dealing with it. This game was produced for business investments. I would like to see it
produced in resgonse to academics. In this book, I mentiuned the example of the differ-
ence between the English and the American disease control response to the swine flu
vaccines. England is much more at the top right hand corner where the medical profes-
sion is much more closely structured. It i1s also much more bounded against the world
and the patients and more mutually protected. They have also got the Ted Kaplow thing
for scouting and testing rumors compared with the American medical profession. They
could read the signs about the approaching flu and react by deciding to take a big risk
about the vaccine that the English and the Swiss, reading the same signs, did not. [ think
that would be the kind of center I would like to see the research being done on, those
kinds of surprises.

QUESTION: Is there a different perception of the future potentially in each typ-
ology that that impact of future loss will affect the behavior and the response? Even as
far as whether or not it defines the existing surprises?

DR. DOUGLAS: Yes, and that is part of my unease with your question about im-
mediacy because the structure of the socieg' makes the difference or not. The harsh
examples you give from warfare are beyond the level of theorizing. At this point, we
should be theorizing about all the stable situations and interactions. In those stable
situations, in the n'g?lt hand corner, the very big dangers from a long way off that other
people can push right off into the far picture cannot be put off. They are being used too
much“now in the social discourse and normative debate. They are imaginative structures
as well.
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COMMENT: Itis an interesting ﬁint that our requirement in the drug testing is-
sue is different from the test for AIDS. The group toxicity is different. One of the things
needsd for an open market economy is trust that there is something in the product;
there is distrust in the product. It has to do both with the open market economv and the
required test records. There is an interesting fallout that concerns safety. A number of
drug companies now prove their drugs in the United States and then move their clinical
test results to Europe. A number of Eurcpean companies move their clinical test facil-
ities to the Unitzd States as opposed 0 Europe. My prediction when this law was

assed was the opposite, that we should go and test in the least stringent environment.
n fact, they are testing in the most stringent environment. Having been proven in the
highest market with the most stringent requirements, they have the most generalized
and debated position in accordance with the rest of the world. They can minimize their
drug development costs, which is a crazy outcome.

COMMENT: Americans are coming in exactly the opposite to the Third World.

COMMENT: But they do it for toxicity. Everybody tests for toxicity in the Third
World. ’

QUESTION: We are getting at an intriguing part in terms of the general
relationship in the social system. The perception of risk in the environment makes the
same connection between the taxonomy or hierarchy of risk as opposed to the real risks
in the enviroument. This is a reflection of the social structure. There are five major
articles on risk assessment. One of them is on perceptions of risk and professional risk
assessors to the general public. Concerning the general public, would you see the
categories chosen in terms of either the history, our ability to generate the functions of
this, or the adversarial impossibility? It is fascinating to find out that peanut butter is far
riskier for you than nuclear power because it is a very potent carcinogen. The question
is are the hierarchies of risk, the interpretations of actual risks in the universe, as much a
fl_xr;(citionqof the social systems that you are talking about as the orientations for its
riskiness?

COMMENT: When we do a survey we tap into some select cultural perception
of the universe of risk.

COMMENT: I want to add onto that just exactly the same question. How come
people do not know bicycles are dangerous? That is my version of that question.

QUESTION: Do you see the difference between real risk and the hierarchy of
risk as being the key to the basic social structure that one is talking about?

DR. DOUGLAS: Are you asking me whether the real risks are described by the
risk analysts?

COMMENT: No, as described by the laymen.

DR. DOUGLAS: The lay culture has not always seen the risks of its social
enemies. What was the comparison with?

COMMENT: Perhaps I have a non-question about what you define as the orien-

tation towards the concept of risk as a key element in the social structure. The question
I am asking concerns the orientation towards the content of risk as well.
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DR. DOUGLAS: I do not think that is the way to go perceptually. I thought that
one should try to distance himself from the content of particular risks and to categorize
risks in terms that make sense as corresponding to things in a social structure. In that
way one could research that correspondence, when it is just too conflict-laden. I would
like to translate your question back into saying that given the social structure may or
may not have special capacities for diffe:rezmatin%1 the future into long and highly
differentiated segments, it might aave everybody's short picture. Would you then tind
that the concern with risks was equaily differentiated? I expect the answer would be yes.
I would choose rather abstract compositions of the risks we are under.

COMMENT: That is an interesting question. I do know people who sit around
in terror about whether the sun will go out, considering this a real threat in terms of
their own identity.

QUESTION: One of the questions I was wondering about concerns perception
of control. Using the counterpart of the conception of risk, I was wondering why peanut
butter is not considered to be as great a risk as nuclear power, or a bicycle, versus other
things that there is a perception of control over?

COMMENT: The situation of control might be related again to the integration
of the kind of cohesion within a society, and the immediate report system within the
social structure. This is in terms of what security existed. It is unusual for you to say we
cannot apply that to warfare. The question we are looking at is that any particular dis-
aster could be conceived in some ways as new and unexpected and in some wavs as
expected. Again, it is a function of newness. Where warfare is repeated, there are
certain repetitious situations that one can expect. That kind of controlled, similar be-
havior which I call ritual of a sort can protect against this and can function in a cohecion-
less group.

DR. DOUGLAS: 1 think it does. I am very concerned to get it into the diag-
nostics rather than the response. I would like to raise another issue concerning the
geople who worry about the sun going out in seven billion years. This kind of approach,

eing cultural, involves fewer individuals. If there is actually no use to their worries, if
operating on anybody else just is not their worry, they are not in this story. I may be
speaking to cultural phenomenon but what I would like to really insist about for the
reports concerning the bicycles and the peanut butter, is that this approach requires you
to ask questions. You are supposing that these people know the background to the nisks
and that they are asking themselves the question, what am I supposed to do about it? It
is not what I can do about it, but what am I supposed to do about it because other
people are monitoring me. That is the essence of this approach.

The essence ot this approach is that nobody takes the risk of decisions by himself.
You go to mother or you go to your aunt. Your neighbors are going to blame you if you
let the dog out, or if you do not see your children. You are under continuous surveil-
lance unless you are isolated, living by yourself, worrying about the sun going out in
seven biilion years. What we have to look at is what kind of reproach these people are
bringing against each other. Whether that policy is to help you when you are in trouble
would depend on whether you took their advice. There has been some splendid work by
anthropologists on choice of physician in cases of medicine and the difference between
how many physicians you tg'. This is chronic. You have to keep up because your
reighbors say to you, "you did not go to my doctor so no wonder." The one you did go to
comes around and helps the children. There is this aspect. This is the only aspect one
can connect with the nuclear degeneration of cultural attitudes.

What then becomes an irteresting question for this kind of an attitude is how you
can use that statement, at a very high level of risk taking, in the bicycle example. I'am
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drawn to the comparisons made by the historians of different epochs. in different
cultures there is an expectation that a person is not a person unless he is prepared to
take very high risks. This is generally a relation from the occupational structure, unless
the occupational structure is one in which there are rewards for high risks and disasters
but no risks. Then the whole level, the zero points, would be set at a very different
position than it would with other kinds of needs.

Lzt me give an example of the fisherman who buys a new boat. We have a
student who is talking about selling his fish is but he is not sure wiiere they are at this
place. They encourage them to take enormous risks. We could get blamed for it and
the support for his family would be forthcoming in the same way. I like the discussions
of Virginians in the 18th Century. These colonizers came over and depended on the
tobacco trade. They had extraorcinary risky climactic and soil experience with growing
tobacco and selling it. This was coupled with even more risks with the seeds and the
creditors and traders in England. Thev worked with a very low expectation of life. They
died like flies all the time. They were not cld. They were not about to worry about
peanut butter.

What strikes me as important to this discussion, is that once people live in a
community in which risks had to be taken, everybody takes risks according to Tim Brie's
book. More and more risks and gambles are created. We never meet another chap
without knowing a gamble. Every possible thing you could bet on and think about, has
big bets placed on it. Risk taking is built into the whole culture. It would not be so in
Puritan England.

QUESTION: Are you viewing risk as a single category? You set off a chain of
thought in my head. I consider our psychotic society as being the risk culture in the
United States wanting to be discussed everywhere. It might not be related to the
occupational shifts ihat have taken place in the United States or the shift toward service
industries in which white collars work. We are continuing occupatio..al patterns which
are physically risky while doing everything that we can in terms of our national values
insisting upon a minimum fiscal risk. Doing this, we certainly move into an arena of very
high economic risk. Is this a transformation of one into the other or can it be such that
we make it out in different kinds of risks?

] DR. DOUGLAS: It does not seem to me that it is :rue that there is less risk in
this culture, physical or other. There seems to be plenty i :t.

QUESTION: This is what [ meant.

DR. DOUGLAS: Yes, and we have the fantasy there. The idea of the risk
between cultures seems to me to be closely related to the blaming capacities of the
cultures themselves. That is what I look for.

QUESTION: You are used to sectarian organization?

DR. DOUGLAS: No, the two bottom lines are regarded

: COMMENT: Right, you are getting two bottom lines, the sectarian and the
other.

DR. DOUGLAS: They go well together. They have certain values in common
individually so they can share the direction.

COMMENT: One of them is a high risk statement setting.
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COMMENT: Itis panicularly difficult. One of the things we could state about
our factory system in the United States is that it is interesting to tind such a high physical
risk perception in an industrial setting,

DR. BOUGLAS: Are you discounting major accidents?
COMMENT: I am discounting minor accidents.
DR. DOUGLAS: That is because now you have got to afford insurance.

COMMENT: We maintain certain high risk categories for certain high risk
industries in which we increase the pressure as we hire work personnel.

DR. DOUGLAS: There are a lot of workers in a high risk society.
COMMENT: That is correct.

COL URSANO: I am interested in the group expanding in a way that Dr.
Douglas may perceive that we do disservice to her work and so she can correct us. One
of the excitements of hearing something interdisciplinary is that it triggers neurons that
have not been triggered before. It stimulates new questions for us to ask about our own
areas even though they may in some way be a distortion. Dr. Douglas’ correction of
those distortions may lead us further down the line of thinking about some areas.

Let me make a few comments around that. I was talking with Craig Llewellyn
earlier about a gross simplificatiun of the question of how the future impacts on the in-
dividual. We maintain that the better trained troop has greater survivability. One
would presume that this is not just a question of training and how rapidly you could put
on a mask. It may also be a perception of their future 1n a particular environment and
their ability to survive. Perhaps it varies with how long they think they can survive. It
matters to them whether or not they feel they can put on their masks fast. That means
they could survive an hour. It matters to them whether or not they see that their
commander knows what they are doing because that means they can survive three days.
It matters to them whether or not they feel like their base can survive and that it is well
protected because that means they can survive for two weeks. There must be a time
gradation in terms of the picture of the future as well as what the future can be. That
must relate to the way in which the group is composed as well as the way in which the
individual operates within the group.

Secondly, it may be a gross distortion of Dr. Douglas' work, but I think it is worth
thinking about. From one picture, the military system is clearly entirely hierarchical.
One can ask about the qualitative gradations within the operations of subgroups within
the military. Is the operation of a squadron, the operation of a platoon, the operation of
a company, better described in some areas where I am confronting some task as a peer
group operation? Is it always better described as a hierarchical operation? It is at times
described as a free market, particularly in the operation of drug abuse? One question
we would have to ask concerns the operation of units in a CBW environment and more
specifically, the ogeration of the units inside the SCPS system itself. Is its design then
functioning as if there is a gradation of how people operate on wards inside of hospitals
from the hierarchical to the peer group to the free market? Will that impact that
group's ability to function inside a unit when we know that this group in this culture will
be contained over a certain pericd of time? Already we can define it. It has limited
resources. We can even define how long those resources will last because we know that
they are stocked for 92 hours and will operate up to 30 days with replenishment.
Clearly, some of the questions concerning the way in which those small group cultures
are formed, whether or not those affect the perception of risk or performance in that
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setting, are questions that seem central to what we are working with. Dr. Holloway, do
you have any comments?

COL HOLLOWAY: In talking about the military population, it is terrible for us
to differentiate between populations that are working without clearance as opposed to
with a security clearance. There is a quantitative and a qualitative difference. [ am not
sure that there is a system of direction. This probably reorients the organization
because 1 do not think one can generalize how that experience is internalized. [ am not
sure that is helptul beyond thinking about what you are describing and thinking about
personal experiences. I am not sure how I can describe how one can set a baseline in a
combat experience as compared with almost any kind of civilian gopulation with the
exception of what miners describe as a major cave-in. Miners who do tunnels have
survived cave-ins and then have gone back to work.

COMMENT: I want to make one comment in terms of social structure based on
what Bob Ursano ard Paul Bartone were just talking about. That is the military struc-
ture that we talked about. In both hierarchical and non-hierarchical formal senses, a
staff organization is not hierarchical. In fact, in the Army regulations it states that there
will be informal staff rotation in all staff officers and there wiil be informal communi-
cations work between all levels of NCO's. There is an NCO chain and there is a

rofessional chain; there is not a hierarchical chain. The whole business of requiring an
informal chain is itself an interesting business.

COMMENT: I would agree with Craig Llewellyn's point about people who had
experienced pain. There is a distinction if you participate and define what a measure of -
society says about how one should act in that circumstance. There is also an evolution of
how people do act and their anticipation of how they should act. I think that that second
state is quite different in some way from that first one. It has to do with saying the
disaster is over.

QUESTION: When an earthquake takes place in San Francisco, the reservoir
that is on the river, right on the fault, is going to break. There is a variety of things that
can be done to repair the break. I do not think the things that need to be done are being
done in relation to that regarding the mechanism of disaster preparedness per se. When
those people operating in that kind of a situation do not know what to do, are shocked,
are paralyzed, or even run off, what they have learned is the sense of the risk. What will
happen in that circumstance even though they have not been there before, is a change in
their perception.

DR. DOUGLAS: That is a rider on the difference between the grids that one is
experienced with and yours. I question the degree of hierarchy and branches of
hierarchy.

COMMENT: There is another way of saying this, foillowing up on what Dave
Marlowe was saying before. Do systems and facts create these various models in real
complex society? The literature that you are arguing with contends that your peer group
or sectarian group survives the fact that hierarchies do not retain some elements of that

peer group.

- COMMENT: Between the overall structure of the social system and the overall
structure of Army's social system, there are many nodes that are not hierarchical. The
overall structure, the key to it, happens to follow a hierarchy whether or not they are in
reality. Transformations take place which remain hierarchical, a soldier will still return
to the security. Security is a man who is still functional enough to ask what will be next.
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[ think we must not confound the primary group. Peer groups can be non-hierarchical
and still retain the overall structure of the system the way it is intended to work and
normally does work.

COMMENT: The distinction I am making has to do with the command structure
and the overall organization.

COMMENT: How about patterns of thought? The way in which the institution
is organized. A squadron or a platnon organized in essentially a non-hierarchical
fashion cannot function effectively in combat.

COMMENT: I want to make a distinction. The Army has things called project
managers for weapons development. That exists in this same organization. at
organization may not be organized according to this structure.

DR. DOUGLAS: Isee a question that is very technical which I do not think I can
get into concerning the identificaiion of the degree of whatever it is in a social group
from three places. That is actually two questions. The one about this t-ing perceived
and exposed is hard to deal with. Methodologically, it is difficult to do this kind of
analogy which means seeing that we absolutely require stable patterns. There is no

uestion about the reformation of a group towards new channels after the experience.
is involves a fine tuning of issues tor us to perceive the changes in the organization
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